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HOTEL AND MOTEL FIRE SAFETY ACT OF 1989 



THURSDAY, APRIL 19, 1990 

U.S. Senate, 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 

Subcommittee on the Consumer, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:16 a.m., in room 
SR-253, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard Bryan (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Staff members assigned to this hearing: Moses Boyd and Linda 
Lance, staff counsels and Sherman Joyce, minority staff counsel. 

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR BRYAN 

Senator Bryan. I would like to take this opportunity to welcome 
everyone this morning to the hearing on H.R. 94 by the Consumer 
Subcommittee of the full Commerce Committee. 

As I think everyone here knows, this legislation was introduced 
by Congressman Boehlert, who joins us this morning and will testi- 
fy shortly, also joined by his colleague from the House, Congress- 
man Walgren and Congressman Kurt Weldon will also be along 
shortly to testify as well. 

The bill was passed by the House during the last session, and the 
purpose of today's hearing is to obtain additional information on 
the need for and the probable impact of this legislation. 

I think all would agree this bUl has a laudable goal: to promote 
fire and life safety in places of public accommodations. It is the 
method employed that nas prompted some disagreement, and we 
will hear testimony from witnesses who offer that point of view. 

The United States has the highest rate of deaths and injuries due 
to fire in the industrialized world, so I think it is abundantly clear 
that there is ample room for improvement. 

In 1988 or 1980, rather, as Nevada's Attorney General I had the 
opportunity to learn firsthand the tragedy of hotel fires. My state 
in 1980 and 1981 experienced two hotel fires that resulted in a 
total of 94 lives lost and more than 600 people injured. 

These disasters were emotionally and economically devastating 
to our state and resulted in the passage of one of the most strin- 
gent fire safety laws in the nation. Nevada's law includes a re- 
auirement that most hotels install both fire sprinklers and smoke 
etectors, and that requirement was imposed retroi^pectively. The 
State Fire Marshal from Nevada will also be here today and offer 
testimony as to the circumstances of the implementation of 
Nevada's law. 

(1) 
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The continuing incidence of hotel fires is disturbing. Just weeks 
ago another tragic fire occurred in the Fontana Hotel in Miami 
Beach claiming the lives of three elderly residents and causing a 
great many injuries. 

There are other examples including the Dupont Plaza Hotel fire 
in San Juan, Puerto Rico on New Year's Eve in 1986 which killed 
97 people. There can, it seems to me, be no reasonable disagree- 
ment on the goals and purposes of this bill and on the fact that 
sprinklers and smoke detectors save lives. 

As the testimony this morning will point out, there are differ- 
ences of opinion about the approach that we take in promoting 
these goals, and we have a distinguished panel of witnesses who 
will offer testimony on these various points of view. 

The subcommittee is pleased to have with us this morning one of 
our distinguished members, and I will 3rield to him. Senator John 
McCain. 

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR McCAIN 

Senator McCain. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appre- 
ciate the fact that you are holding this hearing. I think this is an 
important item, and I would also like to congratulate you, Mr. 
Chairman, on making this subcommittee a very active one and one 
which has served to address a number of issues important to the 
people of this country, including our seniors. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to see my colleagues Sherry Boeh- 
lert, Doug Walgren and Kurt Weldon here, who are, frankly, the 
parents of the Congressional Fire Services Caucus. I guess Kurt 
Weldon could be described as a motivating force that has made this 
Fire Services Caucus, I believe, the largest in the Congress. Is that 
right, Kurt? 

All three of them have worked long and hard on H.R. 94, and we 
would not be considering this legislation today if it had not been 
for their hard work. So I am pleased not only that they are here, 
but I look forward to their statements in support of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, when I joined the Congressional Fire Services 
Caucus, I was appalled to learn that the United States has a higher 
instance of death and property loss due to fire than any industrial- 
ized nation, and that this situation has remained unchanged for 
over a decade. 

There are approximately 6,000 deaths and $10 billion damage an- 
nually as a result of fire in this country. This hearing is very 
timely coming as it does the morning after the second annual Na- 
tional Fire and Emergency Services Dinner, and only a few weeks 
after the disastrous fire in a New York social club. That incident 
highlighted the need for a genuine commitment on the part of 
public officials to enact and enforce tough fire safety legislation. 

This bill was first introduced, as you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, 
in the wake of another fire tragedy down in Puerto Rico which 
killed 97 people. Most of those deatli^ could have been avoided had 
the hotel been equipped with a fire sprinkler, a fire protection 
system. Indeed, according to the National Fire Protection Associa- 
tion, there has never been a multiple loss of life in any building 
that has been sprinklered according to national codes. 
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The product of extensive negotiation, H.R. 94 has undergone 
some changes. It no longer calls for the U.S. Fire Administration in 
the Federal Government to promulgate guidelines for fire safety 
through a rule making. Instead, it incorporates existing voluntary 
national standards. 

I think it is appropriate for fire safety to remain a state and 
local government responsibility. Under the provisions of the bill as 
it paired the House, the states are given maximum flexibility, and 
the bill does not interfere with their existing powers over fire and 
building codes. There are no new mandatory requirements. 

In addition, the bill's provisions would be phased in gradually 
with limitations on Federal travel not taking effect for four years. 

I am glad to see that these provisions were included to protect 
the mom and pop establishments. 

A special note, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased to see that H.R. 
94 requires that the Federal Travel Director specify those travel 
lodgings which offer emergency alerting devices for the hearing im- 
paired and disabled. All too often our nation's 24 million deaf and 
hearing impaired individuals are forgotten as we try to develop 
warning systems for the general public. I am glad we are seeking 
to address this problem within H.R. 94. 

I do remain concerned about certain other aspects of the legisla- 
tion, however. In particular, I worry that we may not be giving 
adequate attention to other effective fire safety systems. Many 
hotel fire deaths are brought about by toxic fumes which are not 
necessarily accompanied by enough heat to activate a sprinkler. 
The toxicity and flammability of materials used in construction 
and fumisMngs is one of the greatest factors in hotel fire fatalities. 
Perhaps we should take into account efforts hotels and motels may 
have made already to create a fire-resistant environment. 

Similar concerns have also been raised that H.R. 94 may encour- 
age fire safety trade-offs. In other words, that the push for sprin- 
kler systems may result in cutting back on or getting rid of other 
safety features such as containment construction or fire-retardant 
furnishings. I certainly believe we should do all in our power to 
prevent this kind of backsliding. 

I look forward to hearing the testimony of our witnesses today on 
this very important legislation. I think this legislation holds great 
potenticd to save the lives not just of hotel guests and Federal em- 
ployees, but also the lives of the gallant members of our fire service 
community. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bryan. Senator McCain, thank you very much for your 
comments. We are delighted to have in the aftermath of an ex- 
traordinarily successful dinner last night — more than 2,000 attend- 
ed — the prime sponsor of this legislation. I invite Congressman 
Sherry Boehlert from the 25th district of the state of New York to 
begin with us this morning. Welcome, Congressman. 

But first, I would like to include in the record, statements by 
Senators Kisisten and Gorton. 

[The statements and bill follow:] 
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Opening Statement by Senator Kasten 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that we are holding this hearing on H.R. 94, the 
Hotel and Motel Fire Safety Act of 1989. I recognize that this bUl is stronglv sup- 
ported by the fire safety community, and certainly no one can disagree with it s pur- 
pose statement "to save lives and protest property by promoting fire and life safety 
in hotels, motels, and all places of public accommodation affecting commerce.'' 

However, Mr. Chairman, I believe that there is a point that must be taken togeth- 
er with the detection and suppression of fires to which this bill speaks. The contain- 
ment, or compartmentation, of the fire, which relates to the materials used in the 
construction and furnishing of the facility, must be taken into account in such a bill 
as this. 

We should not direct all of our resources toward just 2 of the 3 important ele- 
ments relating fire safety. Particularly with regard to future construction, if there 
are not some changes to this bill I believe we could in fact be edlowing less safe 
buildings to be designed and built. If we only deal with the two systems which can 
fail, sprinklers and alarms, and don't recognize the part that fire retardant materi- 
als can play in reducing the risks from a fire, I don't think we will have addressed 
the problem adequately. 

I look forward to this hearing, and look forward to working with you, Mr. Chair- 
man, and the subconunittee to improve this bill. 



Opening STATEHfENl* by Senator Gorton 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for holding this hearing on H.R. 94, the 
Hotel and Motel Fire Safety Act of 1989. I recognize that the House Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology has devoted considerable resources to craft this leg- 
islation. I congratulate Representatives Boehlert and Walgren for their efforts, and 
I welcome them to the Subcommittee. 

H.R. 94 attempts to make travel safer for the American public by requiring hotels 
and other places of public accommodation to install sprinkler systems and smoke 
detectors in guest rooms. The bill all but prohibits federal employees from staying 
in a hotel while on business unless it is retrofitted with a sprinkler and smoke 
alarm after a specified phase-in period. Since the federed government spends ap- 
proximately $1.6 billion annually on hotel bills, this is a powerful incentive. 

The Subcommittee must decide whether the incentives in the bill are reasonable 
and appropriate. Some critics contend that to require £dl hotels to retrofit is to 
ignore other important components of fire safety, such as fiame retardant structures 
and materials. It is my hope that the witnesses will provide insight into this and 
other issues. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I thank you for holding this hearing. I look forward to the 
witnesses' testimony. 
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lOlST CONGRESS 
IST Sbssion 



H. R. 94 



IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

NovBMBBB 17 OegisUtiYe day, Novbmbbb 6), 1989 
Reoeiyed 

Novbmbbb 22 OegiBlative day, Novbmbbb 6), 1989 

Bead twice and referred to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 

Transportation 



AN ACT 

To amend the Federal Hre Prevention and Control Act of 1974 
to allow for the development and issuance of guidelines 
concerning the use and installation of automatic sprinkler 
systems and smoke detectors in places of public accommo- 
dation affecting commerce, and for other purposes. 

1 Be U enacted by the SeruUe and House of Representa- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the ''Hotel and Motel Fire 

5 Safety Act of 1989". 
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2 

1 SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 



2 (a) Findings. — Congress finds that — 

3 (1) more than 400 Americans have lost their lives 

4 in multistory hotel fires over the last 5 years; 

5 (2) when properly installed and maintained, auto- 

6 matic sprinklers and smoke detectors provide the most 

7 effective safeguards against the loss of life and property 

8 from fire; 

9 (3) some State and local governments and the 

10 hotel industry need to act more rapidly to require the 

11 installation and use of automatic sprinkler systems in 

12 hotels; and 

13 (4) through the United States Fire Administration 

14 and the Center for Fire Research, the Federal Govem- 

15 ment has helped to develop and promote the use of 

16 residential sprinkler systems and other means of fire 

17 prevention and control. 

18 (b) PuBPOSE. — It is the purpose of this Act to save 

19 lives and protect property by promoting fire and life safety in 

20 hotels, motels, and all places of public accommodation affect- 

21 ing commerce. 

22 SEC. 3. HOTEL AND MOTEL FIRE PREVENTION AND CONTROL. 

23 (a) In General. — The Federal Fire Prevention and 

24 Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2201 et seq.) is amended by 

25 adding at the end the following new sections: 



•HR 94 RFS 
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1 "listings op gebtified places op public 

2 ACOOBfMODATION 

3 "Sec. 28. (a) Subbossions bt States. — (1) Not later 

4 than 1 year after the date of the enactment of this section, 

5 each State shall, under procedures formulated by the Direc- 

6 tor, submit to the Director a list of those places of public 

7 accommodation affecting commerce located in the State 

8 which the Governor of the State or his designee certifies 

9 meet the requirements of the guidelines described in section 

10 29. 

11 "(2) The Director shall formulate procedures imder' 

12 which each State shaU periodically update the list submitted 

13 pursuant to paragraph (1). 

14 "(b) COBiPILATION AND DiSTBIBUTION OP MaSTEB 

15 List. — (1) Not later than 60 days after the expiration of the 

16 1-year period referred to in subsection (a), the Director shall 

17 compile and publish in the Federal Register a national master 

18 list of all of the places of public accommodation affecting 

19 commerce located in each State that meet the requirements 

20 of the guidelines described in section 29, and shall distribute 

21 such list to each agency of the Federal Government and take 

22 steps to make the employees of such agencies aware of its 

23 existence and contents. 

24 "(2) The Director shall periodically update the national 

25 master list compiled pursuant to paragraph (1) to reflect 
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4 

1 changes in the State lists submitted to him pursuant to sub- 

2 section (a), and shall periodically redistribute the updated 

3 master list to each agency of the Federal Government. 

4 "(3) For purposes of this subsection, the term 'agency' 

5 has the meaning given to it imder section 5701(1) of title 5, 

6 United States Code. 

7 "fibb pbbvention and contbol ouidblinbs fob 

8 places op public accommodation 

9 "Sec. 29. (a) Contents of Guidelines. — The guide- 

10 lines referred to in sections 28 and 30 consist of — 

11 "(1) a requirement that hard-wired, single-station 

12 smoke detectors be instaUed in accordance with Na- 

13 tional Fire Protection Association Standard 74 in each 

14 guest room in each place of public acconunodation af- 

15 fecting conunerce; and 

16 ''(2) a requirement that an automatic sprinkler 

17 system be installed in accordance with National Fire 

18 Protection Association Standard 13 or 13-K, whichev- 

19 er is appropriate, in each place of public acconunoda- 

20 tion affecting conunerce except those places that — 

21 "(A) are 2 stories or lower; 

22 "(B) have no guest rooms adjoining interior 

23 corridors; and 

24 ''(C) have inunediate exterior egress from 

25 rooms to a ground level area. 

•HR 94 RFS 
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1 "(b) Effect on State an© Local Law. — The provi- 

2 sions of this section shall not be construed to limit the power 

3 of any State or political subdivision thereof to implement or 

4 enforce any law, rule, regulation, or standard concerning fire 

5 prevention and control. 

6 "(c) Definitions. — For purposes of this section, the 

7 following definitions shall apply: 

8 "(1) The term 'smoke detector' means an alarm 

9 that is designed to respond to the presence of visible or 

10 invisible particles of combustion. 

11 "(2) The term 'automatic sprinkler system' means 

12 an electronically supervised, integrated system of 

13 piping to which sprinklers are attached in a systematic 

14 pattern, and which, when activated by heat from a fire, 

15 will protect human lives by discharging water over the 

16 fire area, and by providing appropriate warning signals 

17 (to the extent such signals are required by Federal, 

18 State, or local laws or regulations) through the build- 

19 ing's fire alarm system. 

20 "dissbbonation of fibe prevention and oontbol 

21 infobmation 

22 "Sec. 30. The Director, acting through the Administra- 

23 tor, is authorized to take steps to encourage the States to 

24 promote the use of automatic sprinkler systems and automat- 

25 ic smoke detection systems, and to disseminate to the maxi- 

26 mum extent possible information on the life safety value and 

•HR94KF8 
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1 use of such systems. Such steps may include, but need not be 

2 limited to, providing copies of the guidelines described in sec- 

3 tion 29 and of the master list compiled imder section 28(b) to 

4 Federal agencies, State and local governments, and fire serv- 

5 ices throughout the United States, and making copies of the 

6 master list com^Mled imder section 28(b) available upon re- 

7 quest to interested private organizations and individuals.". 

8 (b) Definitions. — (1) Section 4 of the Federal Fire 

9 Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2203) is 

10 amended by redesignating paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and (7) as 

11 paragraphs (5), (6), (7), and (8), respectively, and by mserting 

12 immediately after paragraph (3) the following new paragraph: 

13 ''(4) 'Director' means the Director of the Federal 

14 Emergency Management Agency;". 

15 (2) Section 4 of such Act (as amended by paragraph (1)) 

16 is further amended by redesignating paragraphs (7) and (8) as 

17 paragraphs (8) and (9), respectively, and by inserting immedi- 

18 ately after paragraph (6) the following new paragraph: 

19 "(7) 'place of public accommodation affecting 

20 commerce' means any inn, hotel, or other establish- 

21 ment not owned by the Federal Government that pro- 

22 vides lodging to transient guests, except that such term 

23 does not include an establishment treated as an apart- 

24 ment building for purposes of any State or local law or 

25 regulation or an establishment located within a building 

•HR 94 RF8 
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1 that contains not more than 5 rooms for rent or hire 

2 and that is actually occupied as a residence by the pro- 
8 prietor of such establishment;". 

4 SEC 4. ADHERENCE TO FIRE SAFETY GUIDELINES IN ESTAB- 

5 USHING RATES AND DISCOUNTS FOR LODGING 

6 EXPENSES. 

7 (a) Amendment to Title 5. — Subchapter I of chapter 

8 57 of title 5, United States Code, is amended by inserting 

9 immediately after section 5707 the following new section: 

10 "§ 5707a. Adherence to fire safety guidelines in establish- 

11 ing rates and discounts for lodging expenses 

12 "(a) Studies or surveys conducted for the purposes of 

13 establishing per diem rates for lodging expenses under this 

14 chapter shall be limited to places of public accommodation 

15 that meet the requirem^its of the fire prevention and control 

16 guidelines described in section 29 of the Federal Fire Preven- 

17 tion and Control Act of 1974. The provisions of this subsec- 

18 tion shall not apply with respect to studies and surveys that 

19 are conducted in any jurisdiction that is not a State as de- 

20 fined in section 4 of the Federal Fire Prevention and Control 

21 Act of 1974. 

22 "(b) The Administrator of General Services may not in- 

23 elude in any directory listing lodging accommodations any 

24 hotel, motel, or other place of public accommodation that 

25 does not meet the requirements of the fire prevention and 

•HRM BFS 
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1 control guidelines described in section 29 of the Federal Fire 

2 Prevention and Control Act of 1974. 

3 "(c) The Administrator of General Services shall include 

4 in each directory listing lodging accommodations a descrip- 

5 tion of the access and safety devices, including appropriate 

6 emergency alerting devices, which each listed place of public 

7 accommodation provides for guests who are hearing-impaired 

8 or visually or physically handicapped. 

9 ''(d) The Administrator of General Services may take 

10 any additional actions he deems appropriate to encourage 

11 employees traveling on official business to stay at places of 

12 public accommodation that meet the requirements of the fire 

13 prevention and control guidelines described in section 29 of 

14 the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974.''. 

15 (b) Clebigal Amendment. — The table of sections at 

16 the beginning of chapter 57 of title 5, United States Code, is 

17 amended by inserting immediately after the item relating to 

18 section 5707 the following new item: 

"5707a. Adherence to fire safety guidelines in establishing rates and discounts for 
lodging expenses.". * 

19 (c) Effective Date. — The amendments made by this 

20 section shall take effect 60 days after the date of the publica- 

21 tion in the Federal Register of the master list of certified 
2!2 places of public accommodation mamtained by the Director of 
23 the Federal Emergency Management Agency pursuant to 
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1 section 28(b) of the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act 

2 of 1974 (as added by section 3 of this Act). 

3 SEC. 5. ESTABUSHMENT OF APPROVED ACCOMMODATIONS 

4 PERCENTAGE FOR FEDERAL AGENCIES. 

5 (a) Approved Accommodations Percentage. — 

6 (1) In GENERAL. — Section 5707 of title 5, United 

7 States Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol- 

8 lowing new subsection: 

9 "(dXl) Each agency shall ensure that its approved ac- 

10 commodations percentage for a fiscal year shall be not less 

11 than— 

12 ''(A) 65 per centum, for the first fiscal year that 

13 begins 4 years after the date of the enactment of this 

14 subsection; 

15 "(B) 75 per centum, for the second fiscal year 

16 that begins 4 years after the date of the enactment of 

17 this subsection; and 

18 ''(C) 90 per centum, for the third and each subse- 

19 quent fiscal year that begins 4 years after the date of 

20 the enactment of this subsection. 

21 ''(2) In this subsection, an agency's 'approved accom- 

22 modations percentage' for a fiscal year is the percentage de- 

23 termined by multiplying 100 by the quotient of — 

24 "(A) the total number of nights spent by civilian 

25 employees of the agency (as described in section 

•HB 94 RF8 
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1 5702(a)) for which payment was made under this chap- 

2 ter for lodging expenses incurred in any State at any 

3 approved hotel, motel, or other place of public accom- 

4 modation not owned by the Federal Government; di- 

5 vided by 

6 "(B) the total number of nights spent by such em- 

7 ployees for which payment was made under this chap- 

8 ter for lodging expenses incurred in any State at any 

9 hotel, motel, or other place of public accommodation 

10 not owned by the Federal Government. 

11 ''(3) For purposes of this subsection, a hotel, motel, or 

12 other place of public accommodation is approved if it meets 

13 the requirements of the fire prevention and control guidelines 

14 described in section 29 of the Federal Fire Prevention and 

15 Control Act of 1974. 

16 "(4) For purposes of this subsection — 

17 "(A) the term 'agency' does not include the gov- 

18 emment of the District of Columbia; and 

19 ''(B) the term 'State' means any State, the Dis- 

20 trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Bico, 

21 the Virgin Islands, the Canal Zone, Guam, American 

22 Samoa, the Trust Territory.". 

23 (2) CONPOBMING AMENDMENT. — Section 5701 of 

24 such title is amended in the matter preceding para- 

25 graph (1) by striking "For the purpose" and inserting 
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1 "Except as otherwise provided in section 5707(d), for 

2 the purpose". 

3 (b) GAO Audit op Agency Compliance. — Not later 

4 than 6 months after the last day of the first fiscal year during 

5 which lodging expenses are subject to the requirements of 

6 section 5707(d) of title 5, United States Code, as added by 

7 subsection (a), and not later than 6 months after the last day 

8 of every other fiscal year thereafter, the Comptroller General 

9 shall conduct an audit of the compliance of agencies with the 

10 requirements of section 5707(d) of title 5, United States Code 

11 (as added by subsection (a)), and shall submit a report to 

12 Congress describing the results of such audit. 

13 SEC 6. PROHIBITING FEDERAL FUNDING OF CONFERENCES 

14 HELD AT NON-CERTIFIED PLACES OF PUBUC 

15 ACCOMMODATION. 

16 (a) In General. — ^No Federal funds may be used to 

17 sponsor or fund in whole or in part a meeting, convention, 

18 conference, or training seminar that is conducted in, or that 

19 otherwise uses the rooms, facilities, or services of, a place of 

20 public accommodation that does not meet the requirements of 

21 the fire prevention and control guidelines described in section 

22 29 of the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974 

23 (as added by section 3(a) of this Act). 

24 (b) Waiver.— 
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1 (1) In general. — The head of an agency of the 

2 Federal Government sponsoring or funding a particular 

3 ' meeting, convention, conference, or training seminar 

4 may waive the prohibition described in subsection (a) if 

5 the head of such agency determines that a waiver of 

6 such prohibition is necessary in the public interest in 

7 the case of such particular event. 

8 (2) Delegation op authobitt. — The head of 

9 an agency of the Federal Government may delegate 

10 the authority provided under paragraph (1) to waive 

11 the prohibition described in subsection (a) and to deter- 

12 mine whether such a waiver is necessary in the public 

13 interest to an officer or employee of the agency if such 

14 officer or employee is given such authority with respect 

15 to all meetings, conventions, conferences, and training 

16 seminars sponsored or funded by the agency. 

17 (c) Notice Requibebo:nts. — 

18 (1) Advebtisbmbnts and applications. — (A) 

19 Any advertisement for or application for attendance at 

20 a meeting, convention, conference, or training seminar 

21 sponsored or funded in whole or in part by the Federal 

22 Government shall include a notice regarding the prohi- 

23 bition described in subsection (a). 

24 (B) The requirement described in subparagraph 

25 (A) shall not apply in the case of an event for which a 
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1 head of an agency of the Federal Government, pursu- 

2 ant to subsection (b), waives the prohibition described 

3 in subsection (a). 

4 (2) Pboviding notice to bblCipients op 

5 FUNDS. — (A) Each Executive department, Government 

6 corporation, and independent establishment providing 

7 Federal funds to non-Federal entities shall notify re- 

8 cipients of such funds of the prohibition described in 

9 subsection (a). 

10 (B) In subparagraph (A), the terms ''Executive 

11 department", "Government corporation", and "inde- 

12 pendent establishment" have the meaning given such 

13 terms in chapter 1 of title 5, United States Code. 

14 (d) Effective Date. — The provisions of this section 

15 shall take effect on the first day of the first fiscal year that 

16 begins after the expiration of the 425-day period that begins 

17 on the date of the publication in the Federal Register of the 

18 master list referred to in section 28(b) of the Federal Fire 

19 Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (as added by section 3 of 

20 this Act). 

21 SEC. 7. WAIVER OF FEDERAL LIABILITY. 

22 In any action for damages resulting from a fire at a 

23 place of public acconunodation, the Federal Government may 

24 not be found liable for the death of or injury to any person or 

25 damage to any property because an officer or employee of the 
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1 Federal Government was negligent in carrying out any re- 

2 quirement under this Act or the amendments made by this 

3 Act. 

Passed the House of Representatives November 17, 
1989. 

Attest: DONNALD K. ANDERSON, 

Clerk. 

By Dallas L. Dbndy, Jb., 

Assistant to the Clerk, 
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STATEMENT OF HON. SHERWOOD L. BOEHLERT, U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM NEW YORK 

Mr. BoEHLERT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Mr. 
McCain. 

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to testify. I am ex- 
tremely grateful for your taking up in a very timely manner H.R. 
94. Too often members of Congress, like most Americans, try to 
ignore or trivialize the threat of fire. We pretend we are immune 
to tragedy and as a result we court tragedy. 

The U.S., as you have indicated, has the worst fire loss record in 
the industrialissed world. The April 6th hotel fire in Miami, which 
killed three elderly residents, was just the most recent reminder 
that fire is more than a theoretical danger. 

The preliminary investigation of the Miami fire concluded that 
sprinklers would have prevented the deaths in the building, which 
was made of concrete and equipped with smoke detectors. This con- 
clusion was no surprise. It is the conclusion after virtually every 
hotel fire. 

A few states have gotten the message. Your home state of 
Nevada, for example, passed a law requiring all hotels, old and 
new, to install sprinklers after the MGM Grand fire. 

But I do not think we should have to wait for a spectacular fire 
in each of the 50 states before we improve fire protection nation- 
wide. H.R. 94 is an attempt to encourage such nationwide improve- 
ment. 

Notice I say encourage, not require. The bill before you is the 
product of two and a half years of compromise and negotiation 
with every conceivable interested group and represents an ex- 
tremely moderate approach. H.R. 94 does not tell hotels what to do. 
It tells the Federal Government where to spend the taxpayers' 
money. 

Current Federal policy amounts to a public subsidy for unsafe 
hotels. That is not fair to Federal employees, and it is not good 
policy for the American public. H.R. 94 would gradually wean ques- 
tionable hotels from the Federal travel dollar. 

In taking this step the Federal Government will be doing nothing 
more than following precedents set by industry and by earlier Fed- 
eral actions. Several companies, most notably CIGNA, no longer 
allow their employees to stay at un-sprinklered hotels, and the Fed- 
eral Government has used its purchasing power to encourage the 
use of safety equipment in the past, most notably in bu3ring only 
cars with seat belts in the early sixties. 

Sprinklers are the safety belts of the hotel industry, the piece of 
equipment that industry kept fighting until it became too clear 
that nothing else came close to providing the same margin of 
safety. 

Despite what you may hear today, there are plenty of people in 
the hotel industry who agree with this assessment. Sheraton, for 
example, is requiring all its hotels to install sprinklers by this 
year. That includes many small, two-stoiy properties, and in each 
case the cost is being shouldered by the individual franchisee, not 
the parent corporation. 
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Sheraton had tried other methods first: fireproof upholstery, em- 
ployee training, concrete construction, but finally concluded that 
nothing else worked nearly as well as sprinklers. 

Now, notice I have compared sprinklers to seat belts and not to 
air bags. Sprinklers are not some expensive, exotic technology. Tea* 
timony we received indicated that a hotel can be retrofitted with 
sprinklers for about the cost of installing new carpet, and the cost 
can be recouped through lower insurance rates in as few as five 
years. 

The industry knows sprinklers are worth the small extra costs. 
Ask Holiday Inn, for example, if they install sprinklers in their 
new hotels despite the claims they make for their concrete con- 
struction. 

So, the argument for H.R. 94 comes down to this. The Federal 
Government has it within its power to make hotels safer places to 
stay, something beyond the capability of the individual traveler. 

Do we use the $1.5 billion a year spent on Federal travel to pro- 
tect Federal employees and foster safety improvements or do we re- 
convene after each tragic fire, shake our heads, mumble our condo- 
lences and pretend the fire was a complete surprise that we were 
powerless to prevent? 

The first Federal sprinkler bill was proposed in the 1940s after a 
disastrous fire. How many more Americans have to die before we 
take simple, affordable, obvious steps to encourage fire safety? 

Mr. Chairman, you gave us the answer to that question at the 
Fire Institute Dinner last night, and I can think of no better way 
to close than with your words. "H.R. 94 is a bill whose time has 
come." 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bryan. Thank you very much. Representative Boehlert. 

We are also delighted this morning to have a co-sponsor of the 
legislation with us, Congressman Doug Walgren who represents the 
18th Congressional District in the State of Pennsylvania, Chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Science, Research and Technology of the 
Committee on Science, Space and Technology. 

Congressman Walgren, it is a pleasure to have you here this 
morning. 

STATEMENT OF HON. DOUG WALGREN, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr. Walgren. Thank you very much, Senator Bryan. It is cer- 
tainly an honor to join Sherry Boehlert and Curt Weldon in provid- 
ing, by our presence and in many ways through their words, sup- 
port for this bill as you consider it here in the Senate. 

It was my honor to be the Chairman of the subcommittee on the 
House side that had the original jurisdiction over this bill. It was 
largely through Congressman Boehlert's recognition of the impor- 
tance of this legislation that it was clear that we have both sides of 
the aisle together on the House side. And as we worked this bill, as 
Senator McCain has recited the history of the legislation, we feel 
that we have given a great effort to take account of the various in- 
terests that are involved, and at some point in this legislative proc- 
ess, when you really address a concern and take account of it in a 
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constructive way, I hope that our legislative product will have a 
good recommendation to you as you consider it here on the Senate 
side. 

This whole area of fire is such an enigma. I remember the origi- 
nal focus that we had on fire in our subcommittee was in the after- 
math of the Dupont Plaza fire, as Senator McCain and Congress- 
man Boehlert cited. And it was so striking, and all the lessons were 
there, that there had not been a death in a properly sprinklered 
facility, and yet in this instance 97 people lost their lives in twelve 
minutes from the time of significant burning. 

As Congressman Boehlert has said, we always avoid the recogni- 
tion of our own vulnerability to fire. It is always something that 
happens to somebody else. In my instance, I have small children 
and I read them story books which have pictures of people jumping 
out of buildings into nets with the fire trucks rushing up, and noth- 
ing could be fiiirther from the truth of the reality of a fire than the 
idea that you jimip out of a building and escape from it. 

In many ways, as you know, it is not the fire that kills, it is the 
smoke. In Bethlehem, Pennsylvania we had a fire in a hotel, over a 
year ago, where a woman had left a travel iron on in her room 
which ignited the ironing board and caused a fire in that room. She 
escaped. She saw the fire and escaped. Five other people in rooms 
on that floor, none of which were involved in fire in any way — 
there was no fire in their room — they all died. They died from 
smoke. 

Somehow or other we have to come to grips with the reality that 
it is smoke that kills. No matter how good the detector is in their 
room, the way that we can prevent them from being trapped by 
smoke is to prevent the smoke in the first place, and that of course 
is what sprinklers are absolutely eflFective in doing. 

I was really moved by the dinner last night and the singing of 
"America the Beautiful," and particularly that line in there about 
"crown thy good with brotherhood," and in that context the imme- 
diate question was, what do we mean by "brotherhood"? What do 
we do for each other? What is this concern that we have a right to 
expect from each other? 

In the aftermath of the Dupont Plaza Hotel fire I got a letter 
from the son of a woman who was killed in that fire, and he said 
that it was the last thing in the world that they expected when she 
went on that vacation to a very modem hotel. I mean, this was 
no — this was no way-stop on the way to some place. This was a 
modem hotel in American commerce, and that son made clear the 
expectation that they had that they would have been protected by 
reasonable fire protection systems. And they were not. 

The public I think now has an expectation that certainly the sig- 
nificant commercial establishments in our society will protect them 
from what we C€mnot, as human beings, expect us to think about 
all the time, and when it comes to hotels and motels, that means 
sprinklers. When I think of the Federsd employees, in a way and 
what that concept of brotherhood is, that is the least we can do for 
them — to provide them a fire-S€de accommodation when they are 
on the Nation's business. 

Now, indirectly that will be a very powerful incentive in our 
communities for the range of hotels and motels to live up to a 
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standard that we know they can reach. As Congressman Boehlert 
said, it is no more expensive than carpeting the floors or redecorat- 
ing the rooms, which we know they do to remain competitive. 

We know, too, that it is a system that pays for itself over a 
period of five years. The return is absolute on lowered insurance 
risk and rates, and so it is not something unreasonable that we are 
asking people to do. It is something that people literally, now that 
we know how effective sprinklers are, expect in the ordmary course 
of business. 

So it is time that we caught up, and as Senator Bryan said last 
night, this is a measure whose time has come, and I think, think- 
ing back on what we owe to each other, we owe to each other to 
give this our fullest attention legislatively. 

With the support that the Congressional Fire Service Caucus has 
brought to this issue and the attention that has developed throu^ 
Congressman Weldon's organizing the Fire Caucus, I cannot be- 
lieve that in both the House and the Senate that we will be found 
wanting. And so I just wanted to come and personally encourage 
you in your deliberations on this side in every way that I could I 
appreciate the opportunity to appear. 

Senator Bryan. Thank you very much. Congressman Walgren. 
We appreciate your testimony. 

I suppose it would be fair to say that no hearing on a measure 
involving fire protection, or fire safety, would be complete with the 
Chairman of the Congressional Fire Services Caucus, who presided 
over last night's dinner ably and very successfully. 

Congressman Curt Weldon is from the 7th District in Pennsylva- 
nia, and is a former fire fighter himself. We are delighted to have 
you with us this morning. Congressman. 

STATEMENT OF HON. CURT WELDON, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr. Weldon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to first of all applaud you for your aggressive leader- 
ship role in chairing this very important Subcommittee, and also 
accepting a co-chairmanship of the Congressional Fire Services 
Caucus along with our good friend Senator John McCain. 

You have already indicated, both personally to me and publicly, 
your support for ifle safety issues, and we appreciate that leader- 
ship role and we are happy to have you receive that award last 
evening. 

Senator McCain, you have been a real friend of the fire service. I 
do not have to tell you that. I think a comment that you made that 
perhaps was not picked up by everyone in this room is your con- 
cern for smoke detectors for individuals that have hearing prob- 
lems. That is well known in the industry Nationwide and we appre- 
ciate that interest and your on-going efforts in working with the 
industry to find successful wa3rs to alert people that have special 
handicaps and disabilities to the problems associated with fire 
peril. 

Let me also commend my two colleagues here. Without their 
leadership we would not be here today. Doug Walgren and Sherry 
Boehlert have been outstanding leaders for as long as they have 
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been in Congress on issues involving life safety and fire protection, 
and I think one only has to look at the response of the dinner last 
evening to see very clearly that this Nation's fire service is solidly 
behind this effort. 

As you are well aw€u*e, Mr. Chairman, last night we had over 
2,000 people, leaders from every State in the Union, representing 
not just firefighters, fire chiefs, fire protection engineers, arson in- 
vestigators, fire marshals, but also industry groups — American Pe- 
troleum Institute, chemical manufacturers, the American Insur- 
ance Association. They came together to focus on the problems and 
concerns that this Nation has. America has the worst fire loss 
record of any industrialized nation in the world. That is a terrible 
record for America. 

We have tended in the past only to focus on these concerns when 
there is a national tragedy, like the MGM Hotel fire or as we saw 
in a hotel-motel conference center in New York some years ago, or 
the Beverly Hills Supper Club in Kentucky, or the Happy Land 
Social Club just recently in New York City, or the high-rise senior 
citizen complex in Florida, or the nursing homes in Virginia and 
Tennessee, where we had multiple fire loss deaths. 

What we have tried to do is to raise the issue on an on-going 
basis, and say that we cannot just look at this issue when there is a 
tragedy, but must address it on a continuing basis. 

'Aiis bill is unique. This bill does not force anyone to do anything 
in the private sector. It sa3rs to our Federal agencies and our Feder- 
al operations that this is something we want you to consider and to 
abide by in the course of your work as Federal employees in terms 
of where you will stay. It is not something new. As was cited by 
Congressman Boehlert, industry has already moved in this direc- 
tion, and in many cases is already requiring employees within in- 
dustry groups to stay in buildings that are properly sprinklered. 
What we are doing is setting the example. 

This is a unique bill also, because what I have found in the three, 
three-and-a-half ye€u-s I have been in Washington is that sometimes 
Congress tends to want industry to do things that it will not do for 
itself. 

I am happy to report to you, Mr. Chairman, that within the last 
two ye€u-s the Architect of the Capitol has realized that sprinklers 
are an important part of fire suppression. Every msgor building on 
Capitol HUl is currently being retrofitted to include sprinkler pro- 
tection. 

If you walk through the halls of the Longworth House Office 
Building, you will see new sprinklers being installed in the hallway 
of each floor, in the storage areas of each member's office, because 
the Architect of the Capitol and the Fire Protection Engineering 
Office in Washington has recognized that we must set the tone. 

So this is not a case where we €u*e asking industry to do some- 
thing that we ourselves are not doing. In fact, we have done the 
reverse. We are setting the tone. We are out front demonstrating 
that sprinklers €u*e in fact extremely important to protecting lives 
and property. 

In terms of this legislation, I think an important consideration is 
that we are not just protecting the lives of the occupants of the 
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building. What we are also doing is protecting the lives of those 
men and women who have to respond to these emergencies. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that you recognize that by far and 
away, the loudest applause at last evening's dinner was when you 
announced that you would be holding hearings and (efforts to move 
forward H.R. 94 in your committee — an overwhelming response 
across the room. 

Because this is an important priority of these men and women, 
two million strong, who are out there as volunteers and paid fire 
fighters who have to risk their lives to go in and save other people 
in buildings that do not even meet the most basic fire protection 
and life safety codes in this Nation. 

So we are not just talking about the people who inhabit these 
buildings. And obviously that is of prime importance. But we are 
talking about those men and women that have to respond to these 
emergencies, that have to go in there and rescue these individuals, 
when perhaps the fire has gotten well beyond the point of control 

And we are also doing th^ because they feel that it is a priority. 
We are sending a strong signal to America that we are serious 
about the problem of fire, that we are serious about the concerns of 
the loss of life that have occurred around this Nation in our major 
cities, in our hotels and motels. 

But we are also concerned about the loss of life in our nursing 
homes, in our multi-use occupancy buildings, that do not pr oper ly 
meet the codes that have been set forth by groups like the NFPA. 

I think it is an example of how we can work effectively to en- 
courage constructive change in our society, working, once again, 
with industry. 

This bill does not suggest that sprinklers are the end-all and 
cure-all of our life safety concerns. That is nowhere mentioned in 
this bill. We are not saying that there is not a role, as SenaUnr 
McCain so eloquently pointed out, for the concerns dealing with 
toxicity of materials. 

And there are industry groups that have made tremendous ef- 
forts in that area, and they must be recognized for that. There are 
other industry groups who have used the technique of balanced 
design construction, to use building materials as a way, also, of 
controlling the possibility of smoke and toxic spread, as well as 
flame spread. 

But there is no one in this country that I know of who would 
dare come before this committee and testify that sprinklers are not 
in fact a key part of that process. We are setting that exsunple with 
this legislation. I am asking for your consideration. 

And I can tell you that the national fire service has mustered its 
support and are going to be using its influence to support your ef- 
forts in this committee to see a bill pass the Senate, lliey want us 
to take it to the President and have him sign it into law, hopefully 
by midsummer. 

So I thank you for your consideration. I thank you for your lead- 
ership. Senator McCain, and for your friendship, and the fire serv- 
ice also thanks you. 

Senator Bryan. Congressman Weldon, we appreciate your testi- 
mony. We know that each of you have previous commitments in 
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your respective responsibilities in the House, and thank you very 
much for your attendance. 

Senator McCain. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bryan. Yes, I will yield to Senator McCain. 

Senator McCain. Could I just ask one question of our distin- 
guished friends from the other side, because they have had exten- 
sive hearings on this issue, and I would just like to ask their com- 
ments. 

Further testimony by one of the witnesses today will make the 
argument that with proper construction of hotels and motels you 
avoid the requirement for sprinkler systems. That you can effec- 
tively prevent fires by the kind of proper planning, design and con- 
struction using fire-resistant materials, and therefore, if you have 
that, you do not need the unnecessary financial burden of install- 
ing sprinklers. 

I am sure that issue must have come up in your hearings, and 
maybe you could answer that, if you do not mind, Mr. Chairman, 
because I would appreciate their views. And again, I very much ap- 
preciate all three very eloquent statements. 

Mr. Walgren. If I could respond briefly. You cannot retrofit 
proper construction. You cannot rebuild these buildings that are al- 
ready there. You can retrofit sprinklers very easily. And so, with 
this kind of requirement, we are going to see present construction 
made fire safe that we would never see, except in the 100-year life 
cycle of these buildings, if we were to rely solely on the building 
engineering aspect. 

As Congressman Weldon said, this in no way undercuts the im- 
portance of that kind of construction, when it can be done. But we 
have present structures that will be in use for the next 75 years 
that must be made fire safe. 

Mr. BoEHLERT. If I may add. Let me point out that the Dupont 
Plaza Hotel was of concrete construction. And secondly, the over- 
whelming sentiment within the industry is that balanced design is 
very helpful and important, but there is no substitute for sprin- 
klers. Even Holiday Inn, which was championing the balanced 
design construction earlier, will probably testify before this com- 
mittee that in all its new facilities it installs sprinklers. 

Senator McCain. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Weldon. If I might add one other point to that, Mr. Chair- 
man. I think one of the most ridiculous statements that I have 
heard in Washington since I have been here was echoed by one of 
the assistants of the architect of the Capitol the day following the 
fire in the Speaker's office some two years ago, to which I hap- 
pened to be the second person arriving on the scene, because his 
office's were two doors from my office in the Longworth building. 

The fire burned out of control. It burned out what had been the 
kitchen area of Speaker Wright's office and did extensive damage 
to the whole suite. After I had said that the building has violated 
every fire code in America, the number two person in the archi- 
tect's office, who has since retired, stood before the national media 
and claimed that these buildings are fireproof, because they €u*e 
made of concrete and marble and masonry. 

Mr. Chairman, the building is not the problem. It is the contents 
and the materials inside of the building. That is what bums. 



Digiti 



zed by Google 



26 

Now, certainly, we have to give credit for efforts made, as Sena- 
tor McCain pointed out, to flammability and toxicity of materiak. 
But you can never remove or control all of those materials intro- 
duced in a given room, whether it be the materials you bring in 
your briefcase, your clothing, your personal belongings, the data 
equipment, whatever it happens to be, you can never totally con- 
trol that. 

The only proper way that I think you can deal with that is cer- 
tainly through a coordinated effort. Construction is critical in new 
buildings. And having worked for an insurance company for 10 
years in the area of risk reduction and assessing buildings for their 
susceptibility to fires, I can tell you that we gave heavy emphasis 
to that, as we did to flammability. 

But we gave the top priority to the installation and use of auto- 
matic sprinklers. Because we knew, as industry officials insuring 
those properties, that there was nothing that compared to the use 
of automatic sprinklers in buildings that we insured. 

Thank you. 

Senator Bryan. Thank you very much. Congressman Weldon. 
We appreciate your testimony. And I know that you all have to 
run off to other things. I will 3deld to Senator Pressler for an open- 
ing statement or a question to the panel if he has either or botii. 

Senator Pressler. I know that a good chairman keeps meetings 
moving, and guys like me show up late and want to ask a question. 
I think we are very lucky to have these outstanding witnesses here 
today. And from the extensive hearings they have held on the 
House side, I wanted to say that I think we can learn a great deal 

I am certainly very concerned about safety. I am also concerned 
about small business. And we are going to hear later from a lawyer 
from Aberdeen, SD who has a dSferent point of view. Are there 
other technologies to save lives other than sprinkling? You kiow 
this is an expensive proposition before us. 

Did you find in your hearings that there are any other potential 
technologies that can deal with this problem? Or are sprinklers the 
only technology? 

Mr. Weldon. The comment was made earlier that, according to 
the National Fire Protection Association, there has been no multi- 
ple loss of life in any building that properly met their standard for 
life safety in sprinklers, NFPA-13. 

The National Fire Protection Association is an industry consen- 
sus group made up of the hotel/motel industry, manufacturers, 
large employers, as well as engineers, the general public, and the 
fire protection community. NFPA has developed consensus stand- 
ards, the life safetv code NFPA-101, and the sprinkler oode, 
NFPA-13, both of which attest to the fact that when you properly 
install sprinklers, there is no better protection. 

Certainly smoke detectors are critical for early alert €md getting 
an early warning to the occupants of a buildmg. Certain^ con- 
struction is critic^. And there are regulations and standards deal- 
ing with construction. Certainly those concerns have to be taken 
into consideration. But if I had to say, is there anything that can 
equal sprinkler protection? I would have to say no. 

Perhaps there will be others that disagree with me, but I think 
when you listen to the experts, the people who are working on 
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these consensus standards, they will say the same thing. And per- 
haps the most important thing is to look at what the industry is 
doing. I know of no major industry today building facilities that 
does not install automatic sprinklers where there is a possibility of 
a threat to the loss of life. 

Thank you. 

Mr. BoEHLERT. And, Senator, I might add, we obviously are con- 
cerned about costs, too. And we received extensive testimony that 
the cost of installing sprinkler systems equals about the cost of in- 
stalling carpets, which the facilities covered under this legislation 
do on a regular basis. 

And secondly, from the insurance industry, we received testimo- 
ny that indicated, as a result of lower premiums which would come 
because they have a fire safer structure, the payback period is in 
the neighborhood of five years. 

Mr. Weldon. In addition, by codes, when a sprinkler system is 
installed it oftentimes gives the architect and the design consultant 
for the building the ability to make other savings in the construc- 
tion of that facility. They are called tradeoffs. So, by installing 
sprinklers, it is also possible for the owner of that building to 
achieve other savings which they also must acknowledge. 

And if industry is honest with you they will tell you that. 

Mr. Walgren. And if I might just add one other thought that I 
am thinking was missing. In a real sense, we are not breaking new 
ground here. The industry already broke the ground for us, as Con- 
gressman Boehlert has said. Holiday Inn and Sheraton Inns, but 
most importantly Marriott was the first one to really require com- 
prehensive sprinkling in their hotels. And they deserve a tremen- 
dous amount of credit for that. 

Senator Bryan. Gentlemen, we appreciate your testimony very 
much. Thank you. And I know that you have other commitment 
on the other side. And we will let you go now. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Pressler, I would certainly defer to you now if you would 
like to make an opening statement in addition to the questions 
that you had of the first panel of our witness. 

Senator Pressler. Thank you. 

And why does not the next panel get into place while I am doing 
this. 

Senator Bryan. All right. The next panel consists of Mr. Edward 
M. Wall, Deputy Administrator, U.S. Fire Administration, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. We welcome Mr. Wall. 

Senator Pressler. 

Senator Pressler. I would ask unanimous consent to put in the 
record at this point a letter from Larry Fisher, a South Dakota fire 
chief and Vice President of the International Association of Fire 
Chiefis, concerning H.R. 94. He made an excellent point when he 
wrote, "I do not feel that H.R. 94 is justifiable for smaller proper- 
ties which are in compliance with codes that, in fact, have original- 
ly made these buildings very safe. Because of their layout anof size, 
in most cases, can be completely evacuated from the most remote 
area of the building in as little as a minute." 

I ask that that letter from Mr. Fisher be included as part of the 
record. 
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Senator Bryan. That letter will be included and made a part of 
the record. 

Senator Pressler. Mr. Chairman, I do not know if I will vote for 
or against this legislation. At this time I am still studying it. But I 
do want to be sure that we have the points of view of small busi- 
ness included. 

I have a statement of some of the concerns of smaller business. 
Of course, I am very concerned about safety and saving lives. I am 
very concerned about doing what is right here. But I want to be 
sure that this is not one of those instances when we do something 
mechanically and apply it universally to everybody without consid- 
ering the impact it has, the cost. But, of course, the most important 
thing is the saving of lives. 

And, Mr. Chairman, finally I am very proud to have a witness 
from South Dakota here, Mr. Bowen, who I believe is one of our 
last witnesses. 

Senator Bryan. He is indeed. 

Senator Pressler. I may have to come and go, but I look forward 
to hearing him speak on behalf of the Super 8 Motels, Incorporat- 
ed, a business we are very proud of in my state. 

Senator Bryan. Thank you very much. Senator Pressler. 

Mr. Wall, welcome to our subcommittee hearing this morning, 
and we will hear from you now. 

STATEMENT OF EDWARD M. WALL, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, 
U.S. FIRE ADMINISTRATION, FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGE- 
MENT AGENCY 

Mr. Wall. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Pressler. In order 
to save time, sir, with your permission I will just highlight my tes- 
timony and 

Senator Bryan. Your full statement will be made a part of the 
record, and we would invite your comments now, Mr. Wall. 

Mr. Wall. Thank you, sir. 

I am Edward Wall. I am the Deputy Administrator and currently 
the Acting Administrator of the United States Fire Administration. 
Before joining the Fire Administration in 1980 I served 26 years in 
the Newark, New Jersey Fire Department, retiring with the rank 
of Deputy Chief. Now, I welcome this opportunity to appear before 
your subcommittee today to discuss the Hotel and Motel Fire 
Safety Act. 

Fire, as we all know, is a killer, and it will take thousands of 
lives in America this year and will destroy billions of dollars worth 
of property, and that will affect the economic lives of thousands of 
individuals and communities. 

Since the publication of America Burning and the establishment 
of the United States Fire Administration the loss of life and prop- 
erty due to fire has been reduced quite a bit. But we still have far 
to go to achieve a level of fire safety common in other parts of the 
industrialized world. 

Our level of fire loss in the United States occurs notwithstanding 
the fact that the American Fire Service is second to none in fire 
suppression activities. I think this point was made earlier this 
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morning, referencing the fire in the Happylands Club in New York 

aty. 

The New York City Fire Department, which is an outstanding 
fire department, was on the scene within three minutes, had the 
fire extinguished within five, and yet many, many people died on 
the second floor — not from flames, but from the products of com- 
bustion generated by an arson fire started downstairs. 

As a nation, several tools are at our disposal to lower the toll of 
fire. When these tools are applied as part of a system of fire protec- 
tion measures, great progress can be made in increasing fire safety. 
Public education to alert individuals and communities to the 
hazard of fire and to the measures which they could take to protect 
themselves and their families has been instrumental in decreasing 
the loss from fire. 

The development and enforcement of fire and building codes has 
aided in the creation of more fire-safe structures and the partner- 
ship of private sector interest, the United States Fire Administra- 
tion and the American Fire Service has been successful over the 
years in increasing the overall level of fire safety in the United 
States. 

One of the surest means of reducing the tragic loss of life and 
property due to fire is the deployment of automatic detection and 
suppression equipment. It has been proven that a quick response 
fire sprinkler S3rstem, used in conjunction with alarm and detection 
devices and the adoption and enforcement of adequate codes, can 
help save lives and prevent property loss. 

llie presence of smoke detectors in approximately 70 percent of 
the homes in the United States has made a significant impact in 
recent reductions of loss of life, and residential sprinkler systems 
which are designed to ensure the survivability of occupants are 
gaining wider acceptance. 

The United States Fire Administration performed the original 
research that led to the development and practical application of 
the residential, quick-acting sprinkler head. The Fire Administra- 
tion continues to perform sprinkler research and to provide assist- 
ance, information, and guidance to jurisdictions to foster the instal- 
lation of sprinkler systems. 

Mr. Chairman, today this subcommittee is considering the Hotel 
and Motel Fire Safety Act. The goals and intention of this legisla- 
tion to enhance the l^e safety of the traveling public are commend- 
able, and I applaud you and the sponsors of the bill for addressing 
this important issue. 

In reviewing recent information, it is apparent that many hotels 
and motels in the industry have recognized the value of automatic 
detection and fire sprinkler systems. The installation of such svs- 
tems not only enhances the safety of the traveling public, but also 
protects corporate capital investments. In recent years several 
large hotel chains have begun the installation of automatic S3rstem8 
in their properties on a voluntary basis. There is no question that 
more need to follow suit. 

Mr. Chcdrman, the Federal Emergency Management Agency and 
the United States Fire Administration applaud the foresight of 
Congress for addressing the need to increase the fire safety of ac- 
conunodations for botih Federal employees and the general public. 
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The agency looks forward to working with you and your colleagues 
in the House of Representatives to address the concerns brought up 
here in the Senate today. 

I would be very pleaised, sir, to answer any questions that you 
mav have. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Wall, we thank you very much for your tes- 
timony. Let me ask a couple of questions, and I refer to your pre- 
pared testimony which we have made a part of the record. 

Much of what you have said this morning and much of what is 
contained in your prepared statement would seem to be a ringing 
endorsement for the enactment of this legislation, but at the end of 
your written statement you seem to damn this measure with faint 
praise when you go on to express some concerns that you have, and 
I want to ask you a couple of questions about that, if I may. 

Among the concerns FEMA has — and I am paraphrasing your 
prepared statement — the bill does not limit state and local law con- 
cerning fire protection and control. You acknowledge that, but 
then you go on to say, "The administration believes that the bill 
should address more clearly state and local prerogatives to adopt 
different guidelines for smoke detectors and sprinkler S3rstems in 
response to extenuating local conditions." What did you have in 
mind by that statement? 

Mr. Wall. Sir, my interpretation of that is that nothing in Fed- 
eral legislation should hamper the local fire chief from bringing 
into his community laws or ordinances that may be stricter than 
Federal law. I do not want to see the local chief hampered in that 
way. 

Senator Bryan. Well, I happen to agree with you, but would you 
not acknowledge, Mr. Wall, there is nothing in this legislation that 
would preclude state and local law enforcement, the fire protection 
agencies from developing even more stringent guidelines. 

Mr. Wall. I thoroughly agree with you, sir. 

Senator Bryan. So, I mean, what do you mean by the statement, 
"The administration believes the bill should address more clearly 
state and local prerogatives to adopt different guidelines.'' I am not 
sure where that leads us. 

Mr. Wall. These concerns were voiced by the General Services 
Administration, and in order to have a consistent policy, we were 
asked to voice those concerns along with our testimony. 

Senator Bryan. I see. 

I take it reading between the lines that may not be your own 
personal view, but being part of the team, that is the view that was 
shared by another agency that you are reporting to us, Mr. Wall. 

Mr. Wall. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bryan. Would it be fair to say that assuming all other 
factors to be equal that a hotel or motel that is sprinklered would 
be safer than one that is not sprinklered — assuming all other fac- 
tors to be equal, construction, smoke detectors, every other factor 
that may have some relevance to fire safety and protection — the 
only distinction being one hotel or motel does not have a fire sprin- 
kler system, that one does — that the one that has a fire sprinkler 
system would be safe. Would that be a fair statement? 

Mr. Wall. Sir, let me reflect upon my experience. Before coming 
to the Federal Grovemment I spent over a quarter of a century in a 
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very active urban fire department where we had many high-rise 
hotels and many low-rise hotels. And I can say without any hesita- 
tion that you are safer in a sprinklered property than in a non- 
sprinklered property. 

You cannot protect people from themselves. The only way you 
could ever construct a hotel room that is absolutelv fire safe m my 
estimation would be if you insisted that people sleep on concrete 
blocks with a nice cement block for a pillow and not bring any- 
thing into the room with them. 

We bring into our environment what we carry with us. We bring 
computer tapes with us, we bring lap-top computers, we bring 
clothing, we bring everything. When we conducted experiments at 
Factory Mutual or in Underwriters Laboratories to improve sprin- 
kler technology, we insisted that when they bum a typical bedroom 
that they use fUmiture and bedding that is approved to be used in 
hotel rooms. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Wall, I take it that your answer is that a 
hotel or motel that has a sprinkler system with the premise that I 
outlined is safer in your judgment than one that does not. 

Mr. Wall. It is. 

Senator Bryan. Let us take it from that premise. Assuming that 
is true, you go on then to make the observation that the adminis- 
tration believes that Federal agencies should have the discretion to 
establish the specific percentage of total nights to be spent by Fed- 
eral employees at the improved lodging that this bUl would re- 
quire. 

And I guess my question to you is what is the policy rationale for 
allowing one agency within the Federal Government to allow its 
employees to provide accommodations in hotels that by your own 
definition would be less safe than hotels that have fire sprinklers 
and yet other agencies within the Federal Government might 
impose a higher standard. I am having difficulty to understand the 
policy rationale. You are arguing for discretion of each agency. In 
effect, why should one agency be able to oppose a standaurd which 
provides less protection and safety for its employees who travel? 

Mr. Wall. Let me answer it this way, sir. Former FEMA Direc- 
tor Julius Becton, who recently resigned, when we first began to be 
involved in H.R. 94 put out a memo to all FEMA managers telling 
them that whether this act was passed or not, he was encouraging 
FEMA managers to put their people in sprinklered hotels with or 
without legislation. 

Again, this is a concern of the General Services Administration, 
in order to have consistent administration posture, it is in my testi- 
mony. 

Senator Bryan. You can understand as a member of the commit- 
tee here who is trying to accept and weigh and evaluate the testi- 
mony that I applaud Mr. Bechton's policy directive, and it would 
seem that FEMA employees are going to stay at accommodations 
that by definition that you and I have just agreed upon would be 
safer, and yet other employees in other Federal agencies who may 
have a less enlightened director insofar as safety would be permit- 
ted to stay at places that by definition are less safe. I have oifficul- 
ty following the logic of that, but I think I understand what you 
are telling me. 
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Senator Bryan. If I recall correctly, you were part of the tecun 
that went out to the MGM right after that terrible fire in 1980. 

Mr. Wall. Yes, sir. We went to the MGM and more recently we 
were also involved in the Dupont Plaza fire. 

Senator Bryan. I was there the day after that fire, went during 
the morning and went through all of the carnage and just the dis- 
aster there. 

My recollection, Mr. Wall, is that at the time that hotel was built 
the Code required the high-rise part of the structure, where the 
guest rooms are — where the hotel rooms are, if you will — ^to be 
fully sprinklered. 

It did not require the casino area, did not require the restaurant 
area to be sprinklered, under the premise that because those places 
were open 24 hours a day, somebody would always be there as an 
employee and some guests as well, and therefore any smoke or any 
indication that a fire was about ready to break out that it would 
not remain undetected and would give an opportunity for timely 
notice and a response. Is my recollection correct on that, Mr. Wall? 

Mr. Wall. You are correct, and let me put it in the context of 
the Dupont Plaza, that I am really more familiar with because I 
led a Federal team to assist ATF and the FBI in that investigation, 
and it ties in precisely with what you are sa3dng. 

The fire that occurred in the Dupont Plaza took place in a ball- 
room that was being used to store furniture. They were in the proc- 
ess of renovating, which they do about every five years, but to 
them renovating meant replacing every stick of furniture, all the 
rugs — anything that made the room more saleable. 

There was a huge stockpile of furniture, well-arranged, very 
neatly stacked. If you and I walked by it, as very prudent people, 
we would say it was neat, it was clean. There was nothing wrong 
with it. 

The fire occurred at about 3:00 p.m. in the afternoon. The fire 
was discovered by an employee, and the employee described to me 
that the fire was about two-feet high and about two-feet wide [indi- 
cating] when I found it, and I said, what actions did you take? 

He said, I went out to get a fire extinguisher. When I came back, 
it was a little bigger, and when I emptied the contents of the fire 
extinguisher, the fire seemed to spread. He used the wrong type of 
fire extinguisher. He used a C02 extinguisher that did nothing but 
entrap oxygen and make that fire grow larger. 

Then another employee came in with a security guard. He too 
saw the fire. He walked up to the lobby and alerted the people at 
the front desk that they had better get out of the hotel because 
there was a fire going in the ballroom area, and the people at the 
front desk began evacuating. So far, the tenants, who are pajdng 
$186 a day and up, have not been told there is a fire in the hotel. It 
was something like a comedy of errors. 

Then he exited stage left. Stage right, the security guard and an- 
other employee came in. They saw the fire. The fire was much 
larger now. It was touching the ceiling. They stretched a house 
line — what we call a standpipe line. They stretched the line down a 
flight of stairs positioned themselves to applv water to the fire, but 
the house line was leaking and did not work. They abandoned the 
house line. They, too, left. 
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Now the people on the upper floors are be^nmng to smell 
smoke, and thev begin an evacuation of the building without ever 
being instructea by anyone in charge. The premise that someone is 
going to see a fire, that someone is going to do the right thing 
when they see it, and the premise that they are going to successful- 
ly extinguish it manually, does not hold water. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Wall, let me take this MGM situation as I 
recall it. It seems to me that in the casino area, the general public 
area, that what occurred was in effect a flashover effect where 
there was a combustibility that I do not fully understand technical- 
ly, but people were literally incinerated within seconds there in the 
casino area. 

Mr. Wall. That is correct. 

Senator Bryan. Now, there is going to be some testimony later 
on this morning that smoke detectors save lives, sprinkler systems 
save buildings. Could you respond to that comment, if you agree or 
disagree, and if you do not agree, why you do not agree? 

Mr. Wall. Senator, smoke detectors are marvelous devices, but 
they are passive devices. They tell you that a fire is taking place, 
and that you or someone else has to do something about it. A sprin- 
kler system, if it is properly wired to a detection system, not only 
tells you the fire is taking place, but that sprinkler system begins 
doing something about it, and that something is extinguishing the 
fire. 

In my 25 years in the fire service, if you had a fire in your home, 
by the time I got there and entered the house, I assure vou that 
when we open up the hose line we would be throwing at least 150 
gallons of water a minute into your room. 

When two sprinkler heads go off, they throw about 26 gallons of 
water a minute into your room, usually directly where the fire is 
taking place, put the fire out, and then the fire service comes in 
and does the mop-up and assures the evacuation of guests or what 
have you. Sprinkler systems are effective. 

We did a study on a recent rash of fires in six or seven nursing 
homes, one of which took place in Roanoke, Virginia, and all the 
nursing homes were built to code. They were made of fire-resistant 
construction, they had adequate staff, and in each of the fires that 
took place where the buildings were not sprinklered, there were 
multiple fatalities. In each of the fires that took place where the 
buildings were sprinklered, there were no fatalities, and yet the 
fires had a lot in common, in where they started, how many people 
were on duty, the age of the occupants and what have you. Sprin- 
klers do work. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Wall, I thank you very much for your testi- 
mony and I would like to 3deld to Senator Pressler for questions. 

Senator Pressler. I have no questions. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Wall, we thank you very much for your tes- 
timony today. 

Mr. Wall. Thank you, senator. 

Senator Bryan. We begin with our first panel of witnesses, Mr. 
Rex Jordan, Nevada State Fire Marshal, Mr. Kenneth Lehn, the 
Northeast Regional Manager of the National Fire Sprinkler Asso- 
ciation, and Mr. David Hilton, the First Vice President, Interna- 
tional Association of Fire Chiefs. 
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Gentleman, welcome to Washington. 

STATEMENT OF REX JORDAN, NEVADA STATE FIRE MARSHAL, 
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 

Mr. Jordan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Jordan, we will hear from you first. It is 
nice to have you here with us this morning. 

Mr. Jordan. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

For the record I am Rex Jordan, State Fire Marshal from the 
State of Nevada, and I would like to offer into the record my pre- 
pared testimony. 

Senator Bryan. That will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Jordan. Thank you very much, senator. 

Let me recap a couple of different approaches that we have 
heard this morning from actual experience. I am not going to go 
into how many years, because I am a senior citizen and we kind of 
get a little touchy about that as we get older and older. ' 

Years ago, when I was a volunteer fire chief in another state, not 
Nevada — I was also a paid fire marshal for the Air Force — we re- 
sponded to a mutual aid call to a motel, a very large motel, single 
story motel, and assisted in putting out the fire. 

It was biiilt in an area that was not really affected by an active 
building department or a building code. It was more of a remote 
area, and it is typical in the United States that these types of 
buildings are built with very little attention to codes, for whatever 
reason. The reasons are not really important, but they were built 
and they are all over the country. 

In this case, one of my school chums was a city councilman, and 
I told him, I said, you know, we put this fire out, but this building 
has no systems. No fire alarm, no sprinklers. It is wood frame, veiy 
large, employs a lot of people. It was next to the State Capitol so it 
was very active. We had annual sessions. 

He said well, if you can prove to me that we really need some 
changes, I will t€dk to the city council about it. Well, unfortimately 
some years later I was State Fire Marshal in that State, and one of 
my first largest fires was that motel. 

The fire department, which was a very good, part paid, part vol- 
unteer department, was totally committed to evacuate the occu- 
pants. They did not have the manpower to do both. They could not 
fight the fire and evacuate the occupants. There was no fire alarm 
ssrstem. So they literally had to kick open the doors, get the people 
out of bed at earlv morning hours to save their lives. Consequently, 
by the time all the mutual aid compcmies rolled in, they had lost 
the structure. 

Now, the economic impact to that community — it was almost a 
single industry community. There was 300-plus people put out of 
work. The tax base was destroyed by that loss. It was tiie largest 
nonreinsured commercial building in the State at that time, some 
$3.5 million loss. 

So when people talk about fire protection, I look it from the 
standpoint of protecting other things, not just human life — that is 
our first priority, both of the fire service and the occupants and the 
employees — ^but also the economics of good fire protection, good 
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planned fire protection. There is a cost-benefit ratio to fire protec- 
tion. 

I would refer, as I was privileged to speak on the House side on 
this bill, to Mr. Botts, Fred S. James & Company, who gave us 
actual, statistical dollar values that were entered into the record. I 
am not sure if anyone from the industry is here today or not, but I 
would advise that those comments be reviewed, because the payoff 
was quicker than what we are normally used to, both in dollar 
value, and he used retrofitt versus new construction. 

The biggest thing that I learned in that testimony was the fact 
that the standard insurance market will accept a housing unit that 
is sprinklered, where they may not accept it in a — particularly in a 
remote area. 

After the motel fire, my friend who was the city councilman 
came to me and he said Rex, I should have listened to you, and I 
said well, I am sorry you did not, because we had a lot of people at 
risk, but fortunately we did not have any fatalities. 

Nevada just recently experienced a very large truck stop — and if 
vou want to see what happens to a biulding built to code that 
nouses people, has sleeping accommodations, has a restaurant and 
a bar, has a big service area for bu3dng trinkets like the UNLV — 
number one championship basketball team now in the Nation — 

Senator Bryan. That will be noted for the record, Mr. Jordan — 
highly relevant to the proceeding here today. 

Mr. Jordan. I have a gorgeous T-shirt, but I am just chicken 
enough, I did not want to wear it this morning. 

The owner, when he built the truck stop — this was a large chain. 
We were glad that he came into Nevada, and our office does plans 
review on a great many buildings, all the commercial building in 
rural Nevada — asked me if he had to put in sprinklers because he 
did not have any water supply, and I said well, you should. 

You do not have to. The code we have adopted will permit this. 
This is a not a big enough facility and not enough rooms to be 
classed as a hotel, but I said you really ought to sprinkler it. It is 
in an area that is about 30 minutes away from any organized fire 
protection. 

He said well, if I do not have to put it in, I do not want to put in 
a water tank and all that type of thing. We tried to explain to him 
that you can put in a very large water tank, in excess of 100,000 
gallons, for about $9,000, put a jockey pump on it, and not worry 
about it and use just a domestic well to fill it, so it was not a big 
expense that he had anticipated. 

Well, I have a 40-minute tape— a videotape — of a fellow who was 
there when the fire broke out in the ceiling over the bar from some 
defective home-made wiring that someone had put in there, as 
people are prone to do, and it shows what happens to a building 
built to code in an area that does not have a heavy fire response, 
and it burned slowly to the ground. Very good videotape. 

He is standing out there with m^ investigators the next day, 
trying to find the fire cause, and he is standing there coimting the 
vehicles going by— the $300, $500, $500. He was just absolutely 
beside himseff, because in less than one day's time he lost^the 
business loss was much more than the sprinkler system would have 
been. 
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Mr. Jordan. If I might, Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer a 
copy of that law and a copy of the Governor's Commission that 
studied that law. 

Nevada's retrofit law is a much more comprehensive law than 
the Hotel/Motel Act we are considering under H.R. 94. It included 
business occupancies as well, and it has worked. We have not had a 
fire loss in a structure that has been brought up to code since the 
installation of systems, sprinklers and fire alarms. In other words, 
we need the detection, and we need the protection. They go hand in 
hand. 

We did have a multiple life loss in a two-story fire resistant 
motel from an act of arson. It killed four people. The hotel was in 
the process of retrofitting and putting in some systems. 

So despite fire resistant construction, it is the toxicity and the 
fuel load that is just absolutely impossible in our economy to even 
begin to approach in America except over a very long range period 
of time. 

We had some 33,000 buildings in Nevada inspected as a result of 
State Senate Bill 214 called the Retrofit Law. Nevada businesses 
have spent in excess of $550 million in compliance with this law, 
and that does not include the state government's expenditures. I 
would commend particularly our last session, where the Chairman 
of the Ways and Means Committee stated that if it is for fire and 
public safety we are going to fund it. So all of the capital improve- 
ment projects that are on a three- and six-year plan are being 
funded to bring up the fire protection for State buildings as well. 

We only have 20 buildings that still remain closed or have been 
demolished out of that 33,000 that have not complied. We did not 
have one appeal or court challenge to that law. Now that is a 
credit to Nevada business. It is a credit to the attitudinal posture 
that all of the fire and insurance engineers in particular worked 
on, the architects and engineers, to bring us up to code. 

We put in our law a provision for industrial bonds to assist busi- 
nesses that may have a financial hardship. We did not have one 
application. So all of the mone3rs came and were generated. 

I believe this is a good law. I do not believe we should tinker 
with it. I think the adjustments will come when the standards are 
actually written by the fire administration. I would recommend 
passage, and with that I would stand by for questions. 

[The statement follows:] 

Statement of Rex Jordan, Representing the State of Nevada, Fire Marshal 

Division 

On November 21, 1980, an accidental fire broke out in the 26-story MGM Grand 
Hotel in Las Vegas. The fire resulted in the deaths of 85 persons and ii^ured an- 
other 679. At the time of the fire, there were an estimated 5,000 persons present in 
the hotel. 

On November 24, 1980, just three days after this disastrous fire, a Governor's Blue 
Ribbon Commission was appointed and charged with a review of all regulations per- 
taining to fire safety codes in the State of Nevada regulating the construction of 
highrise buildings and public assembly occupancies to determine the adequacy and 
effectiveness in protecting the public. It was mandated that this review should 
extend to evaluation of codes and regulations governing the same classifications of 
occupancies which had been constructed prior to adoption of the current State Fire 
Marshal's Regulations, and other adopted codes of the state. Comprising the Com- 
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mission was a panel of experts in the field of fire protection, building construction 
and design, elected officials and members of the public. 

The Commission was also given the task of evaluating methods of improving the 
life safety features of existing highrise and public assembly occupancies within the 
state. In order to accomplish this task the Commission reviewed 35 mcgor fires in 
highrise buildings which had occurred around the world between 1962 and 1975. 
Common deficiencies were highlighted in the fires surveyed, which had occurred in 
buildings ranging from a 6-story hotel to a 52-story office building. The survey re- 
vealed fires were occurring in these highrise structures despite fire-resistive con- 
struction. In most cases, the facilities had non-existent or only partial automatic fire 
sprinkler cr^stems such as that in place at the time of the MGM Grand Hotel fire. 

During the Commission's activities, yet another highrise hotel fire occurred at the 
Las Vegas Hilton on February 10, 1981. This arson fire resulted in the deaths of 
eight persons. Again, the hotel had been constructed using modem fire-resistive ma- 
terials as specified in the adopted model building codes, but had no automatic fire 
sprinkler system. It became apparent that fire-resistive construction cannot stand 
alone agcdnst the ravages of fire, and that partial automatic fire sprinkler systems 
are not adequate to hcmdle fires occurring in highrise structures, especially with the 
fuel load that will be present. 

The 1981 Nevada Legislature, after considering the facts and recommendations 
presented by the Governor's Commission on Fire Safety Codes, enacted Senate Bill 
zl4. The bill which required installation of certain fire safety devices, became 
known in Nevada as the fire retrofit law." 

The bill outlined mandatory requirements with retroactive application which 
specified, among other requirements, that owners or operators of hotels and motels 
where human occupancy on fioors which are more than 55 feet above the lowest 
level of ground accessible to vehicles of a fire department shall equip each exit cor- 
ridor of the building with fire sprinklers as required by regulations of the state fire 
marshal, and equip each room with at least one fire sprinkler above each door open- 
ing into an exit corridor of the building. Installation of smoke detectors was man- 
dated for hotels and motels in rooms used primarily for sleeping in those facilities 
with six guest rooms or more. 

The bill provided for the survey of buildings within the state and owners of those 
buildings to submit plans of correction implementing the requirements of the fire 
retrofit law. 

Practicality of application of the stringent requirements mandated that a forum 
be developed to provide for the granting of time extensions and variances that 
would allow for use of alternative methods that met with the intent of the law. In 
addition to creation of the State Board of Fire Safety to deal with those issues, the 
Legislature also made provisions for the issuance of industrial bonds to assist busi- 
nessmen in meeting the new requirements. However, the Nevada State Onnmerce 
Department received no applications for funding assistance. 

During the survey pericxi, approximatley 33,000 buildings were inspected. An esti- 
mated $550 million in fire retrofit work was completed between 1981 and 1985. Onlv 
20 buildings were closed that have not since reopened, and no appeal or court chal- 
lenge was filed as a result of the "fire retrofit Law.'' 

The Nevada fire retrofit law is working. Nevada has not suffered a life loss from 
fire in a hotel or motel, 3 or more stories, that is sprinklered and equipped with 
smoke detectors since the law was enacted. We did experience the deaths of four 
persons in an unsprinklered 2 story motel due to an act of arson, which points out 
the need for automatic fire sprinkler systems and smoke detectors. This motel was 
being remodeled to meet retrofit standards when the fire was set 

Numerous incidents and statistics could be cited to point out the fact that auto- 
matic fire sprinkler systems save lives. A published report of the National Fire Pro- 
tection Association noted that in a single four-story wood-frame hotel containmg 67 
rooms, each equipped with a smoke detector, lives were saved by the automatic fire 
sprinkler system. At 3:45 a.m., the hotel's audible fire alarm sounded alerting guests 
ajid hotel staff. Arriving firefighters found that a single sprinkler had extiiiguished 
the blaie after first confining it to a bed in a second-floor guest room. The bed's 
occupant was removed from the room unconscious and taken to a nearby hospital, 
where he was held for treatment of severe smoke inhalation. 

Fire offidals blame the $3,700 fire on the heavily intoxicated victim, who had ap- 
parently fallen asleep on the bed with a lighted cigarette in his hand, and the ciga- 
rette l^ted the bedding material. 

About 20 other ovemic^t guests were evacuated for a short time. All were saved 
beca u s e of the presence of these life-saving fire protection devices. 
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H.R. 94 is a good law, and passage will take a giant step towards the reduction of 
loss of life by fire in highrise hotel and motel facilities across the nation. 

Nevada's experience stands as an example to our nation of how the loss of lives 
and property by fire can be reduced by positive government action in concert with 
the business commimity. 

Senator Bryan. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Lehn, we will hear next from you. 

STATEMENT OF KENNETH LEHN, NORTHEAST REGIONAL AfAN- 
AGER, NATIONAL FIRE SPRINKLER ASSOCIATION, ABERDEEN, 
NEW JERSEY 

Mr. Lehn. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ken Lehn. I am r^onal 
manager, National Fire Sprinkler Association. I appreciate your in- 
vitation to be here this morning. The National Fire Sprinkler Asso- 
ciation is a trade association representing installing contractors, 
manufacturers and suppliers of various necessary services. 

I have submitted written testimony, and I will stand on that tes- 
timony, Mr. Chairman. I would like to supplement that testimony 
with some remarks that I would like to make. 

Senator Bryan. We will make your written statement a part of 
the record, Mr. Lehn, and hear any additional comments you 
would like to make. 

Mr. Lehn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to respectfully respond to the comments by Senator 
McCain on compartmentation. First of all, we have no quarrel, if 
that is the word, with putting all sorts of safety features into build- 
ings such as smoke detectors and fire retardant materials, et 
cetera. We have a problem when those steps are taken as an equal 
step to sprinkling the building or doing those things instead of 
sprinkling the building. Then we have a real question. 

Let me refer you to the Boca Building Code. I have been going to 
Boca hearings for ten years where the various code changes are de- 
bated just as issues are debated in the Senate. Several years ago 
code change was made on highrise buildings, and I testified. The 
question was whether the highrise buildings would be sprinklered 
or be compartmented. I stated to the people present that building 
highrise buildings with compartmentation, putting in a lot of 
cement without sprinklers is nothing more than building ovens in 
the sky. 

The Boca Code, which is a consensus document, over the years 
has opted towards active fire protection such as sprinklers and has 
moved away from compartmentation. That has been done through 
consensus and the decisions of many, many experts from many, 
many states. 

Let me also refer to New York City. By the way, I served 23 
years in the New York City Fire Department as a firefighter and a 
fire officer. I served many years in Manhattan where you have 
highrise buildings and you have subcellars five stories below. Long 
before I ever expected to be here or representing the sprinkler in- 
dustry, I knew that sprinklers work, and that was long before I 
ever thought I would be sitting here. So I can say here that I know 
personally, not dependii^ on statistics, that sprinklers work and 
are the answer to the fire problem. 
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Now let me also refer to New York City where in 1973 Local Law 
5 was passed. Local Law 5 was addressed to highrise business build- 
ings designated E in the New York City Building Code. That gave 
building owners a choice to either put in sprinklers or to compart- 
ment the building in units of 7,500 square feet. If they put in 
smoke detectors they could compartment the buildings to 15,000 
square feet. 

Well, of course, it went through the courts for about six years. 
Finally it became law and people had to comply with it. Most 
people, businesspeople, decided to follow the route of sprinklers. 
Let me give you one example that I personally was involved with. 

The Exxon Corporation was headquartered in New York City 
until very recently. There is a 52-stoiy office building across the 
way from Rockefeller Center. That building is co-owned by Exxon 
and Rockefeller Center Foundation. It is also occupied by Time- 
Life. The boards of directors of these two organizations realized it 
had to comply with Local Law 5. They assigned an engineer to the 
project. The engineer called me. I spent two hours with him educat- 
ing him on sprinklers. The decision by those two boards of directors 
was to sprinkler that building, and that 52-story office building 
today is sprinklered. 

The issue between compartmentation versus sprinklers has been, 
I think, settled. I would suggest that you check with the Boca Code 
and the staff. That has been settled in favor of active protection if 
we are pitting active versus passive. 

I will say, if you have sprinklers in the building and you also add 
some other aspects, fine. The Boca Code which was mentioned 
before has tradeoffs. If you sprinkler a building, you can reduce the 
fire rating of walls from, say, four to three hours to two hours. 
That is done by consensus, so I just want to conclude on that point. 

Now on pricing of sprinklers, we made a study and the gentle- 
man in the audience, our associate director of engineering. Ken 
Isman, directed a study in the Chicago area of retrofitting of build- 
ings. We concluded the average cost to be about $1.46 per square 
foot. In Chicago, the Palmer House, a well-known hotel, was retro- 
fitted four years ago. It was a very difficult building to retrofit be- 
cause of its construction and lajrout. That building four years ago 
cost $1.70 to retrofit. 

Senator Bryan. Per square foot? 

Mr. Lehn. Beg pardon? 

Senator Bryan. Per square foot? 

Mr. Lehn. Per square foot. Good point. I am glad you are listen- 
ing. 

Let me go back to 1980, the year of the MGM fire; in fact, I think 
a couple of weeks before or after. The Stouffer's Inn in Harrison, 
NY caught on fire. 26 people, 26 executives were killed. It almost 
wiped out one company. I have been to the Stouffer's Inn, and, as 
Congressman Walgren stated, the Stouffer's Inn is one of the plu- 
shest, most beautiAil places you ever want to see. The landscaping 
is absolutely lush, and I guess it is expensive. Back in 1980, 1 tlunk, 
when those executives went there, they figured they had all the se- 
curity in the world. Firewise they did not because the building was 
not sprinklered. 
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S&S Sprinkler Company of West Nyack, NY in 1981 sprinklered 
the Stouffer's Inn at a cost of $1.20 per square foot. Allowing for 
inflation, maybe it would be $1.40 today, but I believe when we 
hear outlandish prices on sprinklers, I am telling you the realistic 
figures. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Lehn, if I could interrupt you, what type of 
construction did Stouffer's have at the time of their fire loss? Do 
you recall what the structure was? 

Mr. Lehn. No, I cannot recall. In a technical sense, I do not 
know the classification offhand. I cannot give you an exact deter- 
mination. 

Mr. Hilton. Senator Bryan, I can answer that question if you 
would like to know the answer. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Hilton, why not wait until we get to your 
testimony so we do not further interrupt Mr. Lehn further. If you 
will comment on that when you testify, I will appreciate it. 

Mr. Lehn. In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that 
what we are considering today is really a result of what the C!on- 
gress and the President of the United States did back in 1974 when 
legislation was pass creating the U.S. Fire Administration and 
charging it with reducing the fire death rate in this country. The 
U.S. Fire Administration applied itself to smoke detectors and 
brought down the death rate from 9,500 per year down to around 
5,000 or 6,000, and now we are struggling at 5,000 or 6,000 per year. 

One of the things that the U.S. Fire Administration found out is 
that people were d3dng in residentisQ structures. Historically, we 
dealt with commercial and industrial buildings with some residen- 
tial with a standard sprinkler that was certainly adequate for what 
it was doing but somewhat slow in responding to the t3rpe of fire 
that we have in residential structures. This has come about largely 
through the effort of the U.S. Fire Administration, created by Con- 



I heard in a hearing prior to on Amtrak about private industry 
and government working together. This is what has happened at 
the. sprinkler industry. The U.S. Fire Administration charged us 
with coming up with new technology to address and attack the res- 
idential problem. We needed a quicker acting sprinkler. Two manu- 
facturers devoted a lot of time and effort and money to do that. We 
have that kind of sprinkler today. 

So we are asking the Congress and the President of the United 
States today to follow up on that commitment made back in 1974. 
We have the technology today, and we are asking you to put it to 
use in hotels through H.R. 94. 

I say this with all due respect. You also have a responsibility 
when you send out Federal employees around the country doing 
business for the Federal Government to protect them with the 
latest and the best technology we have. On that basis, sir, we hope 
that H.R. 94 is passed, and I would like to answer any questions 
you have. 

Also, Ken Isman is in the audience, who could help, too. 

[The statement follows:] 
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Hearing Statement of Ken Lehn 
Regional Manager, National Fire Sprinkler Association 

Before the Senate Consumer Subcommittee 

On The Hotel and Motel Fire Safety Act of 1989 (H.R. 94) 

April 19, 1990 



Thank you Mr. Chairman. My name is Ken Lehn and I serve as 
Regional Manager for the Northeast Division of the National Fire 
Sprinkler Association. EsteUslished in 1914, the National Fire 
Sprinkler Association, Inc. is a trade association comprised of 
installers, m«mufacturers and suppliers of fire sprinklers and 
related equipment and services. I appreciate having the 
opportunity to provide testimony before the Subcommittee on this 
important legislation. 

I am here today to express the views of our association on 
The Hotel and Motel Fire Safety Act of 1989 and to answer any 
questions Members of the Committee may have regarding sprinkler 
technology. It is our opinion that the measure which was passed 
in the House on November 17, 1989, H.R. 94, is a sound and 
practical approach which focuses on greater fire protection for 
the traveling federal employee and the public in general. In 
essence, we believe that the provisions requiring both sprinkler 
systems and smoke detectors in designated lodging facilities are 
critical policies which will insure greater opportunity for life 
safety in fires.^ Furthermore, we believe that the bill provides 
for a reasoneUsle time frame which is both beneficial to the 
federal government and to hotel and motel owners. 

While we acknowledge that early warning alarms and detection 
systems work well to increase life safety for occupants, we 
believe that the sprinkler system is able to do more. Sprinklers 
have the ability to automatically suppress a fire before it gets 
out of control. They have proven to be effective in protecting 
lives from fires. 

It is important to note that our association conducted a 
survey of retrofit jobs in various hotels and motels located in 
the Chicago area last year and found that the sprinkler retrofit 
cost was estimated to be on the average $1.46 per square foot. I 
understand that others have estimated the cost for sprinkler 
retrofit jobs to be about $3.00 per square foot. Our survey 
focused on the Chicago area because we felt that market would 
provide a good basis for comparison to many other markets. We 
believe that $3.00 per square foot is on the high end, but is 
still comparable to the cost of carpeting. 
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Another cost concern is that retrofit activity disrupts 
business in a lodging facility. Depending on the project 
requirements, little or no disruption occurs during a retrofit 
activity. Finally, the installation of a sprinkler system 
provides incentives for savings in insurance rates. While costs 
may not be recovered in the first year, the long term benefits 
are numerous and contribute to a healthier financial position for 
the business. 

Another important aspect of the cost benefit analysis is 
potential lieUsility expense. I can refer directly to the 
exorbitant costs associated with the Dupont Plaza Hotel fire 
which exceeded $200 million. A large portion of this cost 
consisted of claim settlements for the families of the 97 people 
who perished in this fire. The lizJsility cost is always a factor 
in a deadly fire and can be prevented if facilities are equipped 
with adequate fire protection systems and lives are saved. 

The NFSA firmly believes that the installation of fire 
sprinkler systems will provide long term economic benefits to 
hotel and motel owners. There will always be concerns about 
costs, but I believe more emphasis should be given to the 
benefits these systems provide. 

I understand Mr. Chairman, that while you served as Governor 
of Nevada you were involved with the implementation of the 
state's fire retrofit law. The Nevada statute is a far reaching 
initiative aimed at protecting lives from fires. It resulted 
from careful evaluation and assessment of past fires which led to 
numerous lives lost in Nevada. I am aware that the law was 
designed to reach all public and private buildings to provide 
adequate fire protection. I understamd that since the bill was 
enacted in 1981, Nevada's high-rise buildings have been 
retrofitted and that the success of this effort was a result of a 
commitment from the state and local governments and the business 
community. Mr. Chairman, you are to be commended for your 
leadership on this issue. The State of Nevada serves as a great 
role model as an innovator in fire protection codes. 

It is difficult to explain why the U.S. continues to be 
plagued with a serious fire record. Thanks to so many dedicated 
professionals and volunteers, new technologies like the quick 
response sprinkler have been developed. We must insure that this 
technology is utilized and incorporated into our fire protection 
codes. 

We support the provisions of H.R. 94 and believe it will 
serve as an important first step in insuring that adequate fire 
protection systems are in place for the traveling public. 
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Senator Bryan. Chief, nice to have you here with us this morn- 
ing. 

STATEMENT OF DAVID HILTON, 1ST VICE PRESIDENT, 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE CHIEFS 

Mr. Htt.TON. Thank you, sir. And I appreciate the opportunity to 
come and testify on behalf of the International Association of Fire 
Chiefs. 

My name is David Hilton. I am the Fire Chief of Cobb County, 
GA; it is a community inmiediately west of and adjacent to the 
City of Atlanta. There are some 460,000 citizens in our county. 
However, I am here to testify, first, as the 1st Vice President of the 
IFC, and then as a local fire chief who has local problems, and with 
local solutions to some of those problems. 

I would want to talk as a fire chief today, if that will be accepta- 
ble to you. 

First, I would like to preface my remarks by commending you. 
Senator Bryan, and other members of the distinguished subcommit- 
tee, for holding this hearing. Obviously, I would like to commend 
Congressman Weldon, Congressman Boehlert, and Congressman 
Walgren for their efforts in moving H.R. 94, the Hotel and Motel 
Fire Safety Act of 1989, through the House of Representatives. 

Even though he is not with us right now, I would like to also 
thank Senator McCain from Arizona, who has been meeting with 
several of our fire chiefs earlier this year about this subject. 

You have heard testimony not only from the Congressmen from 
the other side, I think it is called, but also, Senator Bryan, you 
have made a lot of comments about the number of fires we have 
had and the severity of those fires and the losses in those fires. So I 
am not going to get into all of that. I am not going to get into the 
industrialized fire losses in this Nation. 

I want to tell you that in the official opinion of the fire service 
and the fire chiefs, the grassroots fire chiefs in this country, we 
have got a disaster waiting to happen. We are going to wind up 
with a fire in this country that is going to wake us up, and it is 
going to kill between 4,000 and 5,000 people. 

The MGM fire, incidently, according to the fire chief that we 
talked with out there, stated that, had it not been for a partial 
sprinkler system in the lobby area of that building, there would 
hiave been in excess of 4,000 people d3ring in that fire. 

So that disaster is waiting to happen, whether it be in a hotel or 
motel, a multi-family dwelling, or the nightclubs that have been al- 
luded to a little bit earlier. So we are waiting on that. 

Most recently we had a fire in Atlanta, wUch is adjacent to us as 
I said, on Peachtree and 25th. There was one federal employee, by 
the way, killed in that fire. It was a building that had been leased 
by the Federal Government for some federal functions. Only six 
people died in that fire. It was a one-room fire. It was on the sixth 
floor of probably about a eight- or nine-story building. 

The building was non-sprinkled. Had it been sprinkled, all the 
experts from the fire side even to the industry side said only one 
person probably would have died in that fire at the most 
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Most recently, in the last four weeks, we have had a fire in a 13- 
story high-rise for the elderly, a non-sprinkled building. The fire 
was on the 11th floor. The fire blew out the windows on the 11th 
floor, and the glass blew out and fell on top of Fire Station Number 
15 in the City of Atlanta. Two people died in that fire. 

Somebody made a statement a little bit earlier — our problem in 
the fire service is not the time it takes us to get from point A, the 
fire station, to the fire scene. Our problem is the time element 
from the incipient stage of the fire until we get the call to go to 
that fire. 

As somebody stated earlier, fire sprinklers are a proactive system 
rather than a reactive system or a passive system. In our county of 
460,000, we took it upon ourselves a number of years ago to b^in 
to be proactive. We began to develop a modified NFPA-13 system 
for multi-family dwellings. Presently, we have got over 60,000 units 
sprinkled in our county. We have had 89 activations in those build- 
ings, and most recently, two in the last two weeks. We have had no 
fire deaths, two minor injuries. The maximum fire damage in any 
of those activations in those multi-family dwellings, up to four-sto- 
ries in height, we have had a maximum fire loss of $500 in any of 
those fires. 

And there is an adage that I use an awful lot, put the wet stuff 
on the red stuff, it will turn to gray stuff, if you do that in a timely 
fashion. And that is exactly what we are talking about in the 
hotel/motel industry. 

I applaud the Congress on trying to protect the citizens of our 
Nation who work for the Federal Government. But, by doing that, 
we are also protecting the traveling public, which are you and I 
and those that are not necessarily working on the federal level. 

The answer to the fire problem is fire sprinklers. That is one 
nugor answer. And as I think Congressman Walgren said, it is not 
the only answer, but it is a major answer. We are all convinced of 
that. I do not think there is any question about that. 

We have three major fire problems in my community. And my 
community is not any different than any county or city in this 
Nation. And those three major fire problems have been easily iden- 
tified: men, women and kids. That is what causes fires in the vast 
m£gority of the fires that we have in this countiy, whether it be 
hotels, motels or whatever. It does not make any difference. 

When we address in a proactive way how to control those fires 
caused by those problems, then we have the answers to the fire 

Kroblem in this country. We are working, as I said, in multi-family, 
lulti-family is nothing but a hotel or a motel, with two and three 
stories. 

I had a flight out of Atlanta at 5:45 yesterday morning. At 3:00 I 
got a call at my residence. We had a fire in my county yesterday 
morning where there were only four injuries, and luckily no 
deaths. It was a three-story unsprinkled apartment house built by 
code, explicitly by code on compartmentalization, prior to our 
sprinkler ordinance which went into place about nine years ago. 
Four people jumped from the third fioor. 

That fire could have killed in my county a large number of 
oeople in that multi-family dwelling. I think there was 26 units in 
His building. We were extremely lucky. 
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Somebody asked the question or you asked the question about 
the Stouffer's Inn. Dan Berry, the Fire Marshal of that area of 
New York had called on us a number of years ago to help them try 
to put a retrofit law in place in the State of New York, and to put 
a sprinkler ordinance in place in this county in New York, White 
Plains. 

Ironically, we had a meeting in the StoufTer's Inn in the same 
room that the 26 executives were meeting in. when the fire oc- 
curred in that Stouffer's Inn. It has been sprinkled since the fire. 
But, ironically, the meeting we held to put together that program 
for that community was in that room. A lot of irony was involved. 

The building was completely compartmentalized. It was built by 
code, according to Dan Berry. It had everything in place according 
to the BCX3A codes when the building was built. I will go back to 
three mcgor fire problems. What happened in that fire, if you 
recall, it was an arson fire. A disgruntled employee set some boxes 
and material in a hallway on fire using gasoline, and those people 
burned to death trving to outrun a fire in a corridor in a hallway 
in a non-sprinkled building. 

Somebody mentioned a little bit earlier about the fire in the 
Dupont Plaza, the fire in MGM, the fire outran the people. That 
happened in the Beverly Hills Supper Club fire. History means 
something to us. But if we take history and we do not do anything 
about history, it is bound to repeat itself. And it has been doing 
this from time immemorial. And it is going to continue to do that. 

I encourage you and thank you for your interest in H.R. 94. We, 
from the Fire Chiefs Association and from the fire service as a 
whole, and as Congressman Weldon said earlier today, there were 
some 2,000 of us in a room last night, there are some two million of 
us throughout this country, we are on your side. We want to do ev- 
erything within our power to help you and your delegation and 
your conmiittee to understand what the fire problems really are in 
this country. 

And I conmiit to you that the International Association of Fire 
Chiefs, our organizations, are prepared to answer any questions 
you may have and to do our best to teach you everything that you 
need to know about the fire problem in this country. 

I want to express my appreciation once again for allowing me to 
come and testify on behalf of the IFC. And if you have any ques- 
tions, I would be glad to answer them. 

And I have got one other comment. Tim Butters from our organi- 
zation gave me a note. As a result of the fires in Virginia involving 
nursing homes. Governor Doug Wilder signed Senate Bill 1 a few 
weeks ago which would require sprinklers in nursing homes in the 
State of Virginia. Reactive. Reactive in nature. 

And human beings are that way. When two people get killed at 
an intersection in Cobb County Georgia, we get a stop sign. Five 
gets us a traffic light. And I am not being critical. I am just saying 
that is what has happened in this country. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Bryan. Chief, thank you very much. I think it is implicit 
in your testimony, but let me just, for the record, make sure that 
our record is complete. If I understand the thrust of what you are 
saying, you are saying that a building that is designed with the 
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latest and the most sophisticated of code adherents, but not sprin- 
kled, can nevertheless be a deathtrap under certain circumstances? 

Mr. Hilton. Absolutely, no question. 

Let me use a scenario very briefly. This room is a very nice 
room, and I do not know how long this building has been buUt, but 
I would assume a few hundred years. This building is compartmen- 
talized. It was compartmentalized probably when it was built. But 
let us take a new construction. 

The problem with compartmentalization is this, and somebody 
mentioned this, it is a high-rise crematorium. What happens in this 
compartmentalization is we are supposed to keep fire from area A 
to area B for one hour or two hours, or whatever the case may be. 

But what happens in the real world out there is that we come in 
and we begin to punch holes in that wall. We will put in light 
switches and receptacles and telephone systems and heat plenums 
and vents, and all of a sudden we do not have a compartmentalized 
building anymore. 

And the fire that occurred at the MGM, if you recall, occurred 
on the first floor, the lobby area, and all the people died on the 
26th floor. The same thing with the Dupont Plaza. Those people did 
not die from fire. A lot of those people were not burnt, they died 
from smoke inhalation, poisonous gases. And all got through those 
areas that were supposed to have been separated from area B to 
area A. 

You cannot stop that. There is no way that that can be done. 
And I have been in this business 36 years, and I can tell you from 
experience it cannot be done. 

Senator Bryan. Chief, your comment provokes another question 
on my part. It has been my understanding, and you have made ref- 
erence to it, that most of the fire deaths are caused not by people 
that have been incinerated by the flames themselves, but by the 
toxic chemicals or smoke that is a byproduct of the fire itself. 

And for my specific question, could you please tell us for the 
record how sprinklers address the problem of lethal smoke inges- 
tion? 

Mr. Hilton. I would be very glad to. Number one, water washes. 
We ran a series of tests in my county. NFPA has run a series of 
tests. Factory Mutual, a research foundation has run a series of 
tests. And in those tests we are reading through a computer system 
the lethal doses of carbon monoxide, hydrogen cyanide and hydro- 
gen chloride, and those are the killers in the fire. 

When that fire, in the incipient stage, small, when it b^ins to 
burn, it begins to emit some of those chemicals. If the water can be 
applied to that fire quickly enough, the water itself, the fine water 
spray actually washed the environment of those chemicals: carbon 
monoxide, hydrogen cyanide and hydrogen chloride. 

The fire is not allowed to gain enough momentum before that 
sprinkler — and we are talking about fast-response sprinkler heads, 
the new technology that he is talking about — washes the environ- 
ment, it extinguishes the fire. So that cures the problem. Okay? 

Senator Bryan. Chief, I appreciate it. 

Rex, a question to you if I may. How many states, following Ne- 
vada's example in 1981, that you were telling us about, have adopt- 
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ed codes that are comparable in terms of scope and with the retro- 
active provisions that that legislation contained, do you know? 

Mr. Jordan. No, sir, I do not. Senator. I have had calls from two 
state fire marshals within the last 60 days, that their state govern- 
ments were very concerned that what retrofit laws they had, they 
had enough pressure politically to cancel. And they were con- 
cerned. In fact they wanted copies of our commission reports and 
statute. And one of those states just lost nearly a dozen people in a 
lOnstory hotel. 

Senator Bryan. In terms of the operative effect of this legisla- 
tion, in terms of a state whose codes do not now require the level of 
stringency that this piece of legislation does if it were enacted, and 
if all of the hotels and motels in the state chose to comply. And 
how many states might be affected by retroactive provisions that 
this would impose upon them? I want to emphasize again as I am 
sure all three of you know, this legislation does not mandate 
anyone to do anything in terms of the private sector, it certainly 
encourages it by the travel arrangements made by federal agencies, 

Mr. lisHN. Well, I think this legislation would have a very posi- 
tive effect throughout the country. And it specifies hotels that we 
are talking about, and it certainly encourages and requires federal 
employees to stay in those hotels that are sprinkled. So if some 
hotels choose not to be sprinkled, that is a business decision, and 
they are going to be losing government business. 

But I think, also, in a larger sense, with the passage of this legis- 
lation, the Federal Government is sending out a message loud and 
clear on fire protection and the placement of sprinklers. And sprin- 
klers, there is no question, are the first line of defense against fire. 

It was stated earlier that other systems, passive systems fre- 
quently require the reaction of people and the intelligent action of 
people. Once a sprinkler system is in place, and it takes some intel- 
ligent action to get it in place, but once it is in place, that system is 
stupid, it only reacts to heat. And it does it automatically, it does it 
seven days a week, 24 hours a day. And it does not depend on 
anyone. 

Now there are certain things you have to watch out for. Do not 
close control valves and things like that. That can be protected 
against. But the system itself does not depend on people. The 
watchman can be asleep but the sprinkler system will go off. And 
it will save lives. In 110 years there has never been a multiple loss 
of life due to fire in a fully sprinkled building. And there is the 
record right there. 

Senator Bryan. We thank you very much for your testimony. 

Our final panel this morning mil consist of Mr. Rich£u*d T. 
Ashman. Mr. Ashman serves as Senior Vice President of the Holi- 
day Corporation. And joining him on this panel will be Mr. Wil- 
liam Bowen, who is General Counsel of Super 8 Motels Incorpora- 
tion» out of Aberdeen, South Dakota. 

Gentlemen, welcome to the subcommittee hearing, and we would 
be pleased to hear testimony from you now. 

I will give you a chance there, Mr. Ashman, to collect your notes 
there* and when you are ready— just take your time, we are not in 
a big hurry. We welcome your comment. 
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD T. ASHMAN, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 
HOLIDAY CORP., ACCOMPANIED BY RALPH DECKELBAUM, 
FRANCHISEE, HOLIDAY CORP. 

Mr. Ashman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Richard Ashman, and I am Senior Vice President 
and member of the board of directors of Holiday Inns, Inc. I am 
also accompanied on my right by Ralph Deckelbaum, who is one of 
our franchiisees. 

And as well as being a franchisee, he is also a former president 
of our international association of all of our Holiday Inns. He is 
with me today to answer any questionsat the owner level that pos- 
sibly are more appropriate for him to respond to. 

Senator Bryan. We are pleased to have you with us, Mr. Deckel- 
baum, as well. 

Mr. Deckelbaum. Thank you. 

Mr. Ashman. The first Holiday Inn was built in Memphis, TN in 
1952. And over these past 37 years we have developed over 2,480 
Holiday Inns, comprising over 423,500 rooms in all 50 states, and in 
over 50 countries around the world. 

Holiday Inns, for years, has assumed a position of leadership 
with regard to the safety and the well-being of its guests. From the 
very early stages of development Holiday Inn hotels have been re- 
quired to be of all masonry construction, no wood framing. A first 
in the hotel industry. 

Over the years we have added requirements for fire-retardant 
fabrics, floor coverings, mattress coverings, drapes, wall coverings, 
fire-rated walls and doors. And recently, after exhaustive research 
and study, have completed implementing our newest requirement 
that all Holiday Inns have hard-wired automatic smoke detector 
alarm systems in all corridors and commercial space, backed up by 
an automatic emergency power supply system, and connected to a 
central anunciator and locator panel at the front desk. 

Holiday Inns has a superb record in fire safety. And even with 
being the largest hotel chain with the most rooms, we have had no 
fire fatalities in more than a decade, a period involving more than 
890 million guest nights. 

The sponsors of this bill claim that over the five-year period 
through 1987, on the average some 80 deaths occurred annually in 
hotel fires. The most recent figures prepared by the National Fire 
Protection Association indicated that for the five-year period 
ending through 1988, on the average, some 70 deaths occurreid . . . 
and in 1988 there were only 45 hotel fire deaths. 

In 1988 there were only 45 hotel fire deaths. 

H.R. 94 addresses the 45 and completely ignores the 5,955 of the 
6,000 annual fire deaths alluded to earlier. 

When you consider that over 935 million people sleep in hotels in 
the course of one year, this translate in 1988 to one death out of 
every 21 million hotel guests. The National Fire Protection Asso- 
ciation has stated that **these figures continue to show a declining 
trend in losses for the lodging industry indicative of our progress in 
improving fire safety in hotels." 

I am inclined to think that this is a record that should be ap- 
plauded and its trend applauded, rather than attacked. Fire protec- 
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tion and safety in a hotel is a very complex and complicated issue. 
Therefore, it does not lend itself to any one simple fix or solution, 
such as merely requiring smoke detectors and sprinklers in every 
guest room. 

Contributing as significantly to a guest's safety are the materials 
used to construct and furnish a hotel. Holiday Inns has for years 
recognized the needs for fire preventive measures in its hotels. It 
has been our objective, starting with the initial construction, 
through furnishing and equipping, to provide an environment that 
significantly reduces the opportunity for ignition to occur in the 
first place, rather than to rely solely on a system to indicate and 
quench a fire once begun. 

We believe that a hotel guest's safety is better served by taking 
steps to marry fire prevention with smoke detection, as opposed to 
smoke detection with extinguishment of a fire once ignited, and to- 
tally ignoring the materials used to construct and furnish the 
hotel. 

Over 90 percent of our 1,400 Holiday Inns in the United States 
are franchiBed, and therefore owned and operated by independent 
business people; 586 of these hotels would be required to install 
sprinklers in their guest rooms under the bill passed by the House 
or be blacklisted by GSA. 

We believe it is discriminatory and excessive to require a hotel 
that has already, in its initial construction and furnishing, made a 
significant incremental investment in the area of fire prevention to 
make yet an additional extensive investment to install a sprinkler 
system. 

Our analysis of 1,569 actual Holiday Inn rooms that have been 
retrofitted with in-room sprinklers reveals that the cost ranged as 
high as $2,100 per room. The average cost for those rooms would 
have equated to some $280,000 for a 200-room hotel. 

This additional investment is unwarranted, we feel, in trying to 
make a facility with an exemplary track record of fire safety yet 
even safer. The issue as we see it is ''how safe is safe" and what is 
the cost benefit versus the risk? 

Where is the cost benefit to the public and to the government? In 
our opinion, and in the opinion of our experts in our company, a 
wood frame building should be sprinklered. However, it is blatantly 
unfair and discriminatory to apply the same requirement to some- 
one who has gone to the extra expense of building a non-combusti- 
ble structure, furnished it with fire-retardant materials, as well as 
having installed a hard-wired smoke detector alarm system with 
emergency backup power. 

We feel that sprinklers do save buildings, and smoke detectors 
address life safety. 

States, municipalities and the hotel industry have and are con- 
tinuing to address this all-important issue in a very adequate and 
responsible manner, which is certainly borne out by the statistics, 
and more importantly by their trends. 

This proposed legislation promotes and encourages only the in- 
stallation of smoke detectors and sprinkler systems as the sole pro- 
tection of a guest in a hotel. Thus, it provides no encouragement 
for hotels to address the fire prevention aspect of fire safety. 



Digiti 



zed by Google 



50 

This totally ignores the advancements in technology that are 
being made to prevent ignition in the first place, and actually en- 
courages hotels to downgrade the fire retardant standards in their 
construction, their in-room furnishings and their building materi- 
als. 

Federal intervention, as proposed, we believe is not called for. 
And even if it were, this legislation is certainly not the appropriate 
or adequate vehicle. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The statement and attachments referred to follow:] 

Statebaent of Ralph H. Deckelbaum, President, MarDbck Limited 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, my name is Ralph H. Deckelbaum. I 
am the President of MarDeck Ltd., a firm which operates 13 hospitality and lodging 
facilities including 10 Holiday Inns as a franchisee of Holiday Inns, Inc. Among 
these properties are the Holiday Inn Crowne Plaza in Rockville, Maiyland, the Holi- 
day Inns in Old Towne, Alexandria and Bethesda, Maryland, the Holiday Inn at the 
Hampton Coliseum, Hampton, Virginia, and the Holiday Inn Durham West, 
Durham, North Carolina. 

I am pleased to appear before the committee today together with Mr. Richard 
Ashman of Holiday Inns, Inc. My statement will be very brief . . . but it is impor- 
tant that you understand the needs of the individual hotel owner/operator as you 
review the thrust and provisions of HR94, the so-called Hotel and Motel Fire Safety 
Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe I can help you understand precisely what makes up the 
Holiday Inn System . . . the largest and most comprehensive lodging system in the 
world. Of the more than 1400 hotels and motels nation wide, fully 90% are owned 
by individual franchiseholders like me and my partners. Some own one property, 
some operate several. In all there are more than 2000 franchisees in the Holiday 
Inn family ... all representative of the classic entrepreneurial spirit of our coun- 
try. As a past President of the International Association of Holiday Inns, the organi- 
zation of franchiseholders, I represent all of my fellow owner/operators before you 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, HR94 as presently drafted will do serious damage to the Holiday 
Inn System as I know it . . . and won't, I fear, do much to accomplish what its pro- 
ponents seek. 

Holiday Inns currently serve 17% of the Oovemment employee market . . . more 
than 3 times our nearest competitor. The reasons for this are a matter of record; the 
largest system, with the greatest number of locations, attractive pricing and consist- 
ency of product. If you were one of our competitors . . . with fewer locations and 
perhaps higher costs or prices . . . what would you do to make life difficult for us? 
Well, Td taJ&e something where I had already invested capital dollars in all my fa- 
cilities . . . and see if I couldn't force my mcgor competitor to have to spend money 
to do the same thing, knowing they can't recover these new costs in any way but 
through increased prices ... or risk forfeiting certain business. 

Now Mr. Chairman, one might think from those views that I am callous about 
fire safety. Far from it. We have an exemplary record in this area. In the 34 years I 
have been in the hotel business, we have never had a death or an ii^ury in a fire. 

Why? Because of our up-front investment in non-combustible construction materi- 
als and in a non-igniting room environment. Sure, we've had our careless smokers 
. . . and our short-circuited appliances ... and our kitchen grease flare-ups. But 
good employee training and aggressive techniques coupled with our hard-wired 
smoke detector system and our ignited-resistant environment has given us the 
record I have referred to above. 

However, Mr. Chairman, HR94 could change all that. In 9 of our facilities and 586 
similar properties of my fellow franchiseholders across the countiy, we are being 
told "Retrofit with sprinklers or forfeit government business." I believe that is anti- 
competitive ... as well as being unnecessary . . . and it certainlv wotddn't have 
done aiwthing to protect those poor souls at the Fontana Hotel in Florida! 

Mr. Chairman, take a hard look at the fairness of the bill before you. Responsible 
people who make the kind of investment we have in megor lodging facilities take 
great care with the safety of our guests. Our record proves it. Don't penalize us for 
having done the right thing. 

Thank you very much and I'll be pleased to respond to your questions. 
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December 8, 1989 



Mr. Richard T. Ashman 
Vice-President, Gov't. Affairs 
Holiday Corporation 
1023 Cherry Road 
Memphis, TN 38117 

RE: Review of Estimated Xasuraaoe Premium Savings 
Sprinklered Hotels vs. MoB-Spriaklered Hotels 

Dear Mr. Ashman: 

Recently, you requested that the agency prepare for you 
the exhibit referenced above. The completed exhibit is 
enclosed and we hope you will find it informative. 

For a better understanding of this data, some 
explanations: 

o only the primary property & liability package 

premiums were used. Umbrella liability was not 
analyzed. 

o "Current Pkg. Premium Non-Sprink" represents the 
premium level at which these accounts are now 
written. 

"Pkg. Premium' if Fully Sprinklrd" represents the 
consensus opinion from five (5) industry sources. 
This figure could fluctuate -i- or - 10%. 

Should you have any questions concerning this- material, 
please give me a call. 

Very truly yours, 

INSUR^CE RESOURCE 

^ Bruce L. Barton, 
Director 

BLB 

enclosure 



372K l^mair A%rnu« • MMnphK.T\ 3NI95 • (VOh 362-4222 

I4((MI.537.407V FAX: <fOI ) 349-7S40 

A SuhMJiary of HithJiiy Corfttirttlion 
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ATTACHMENT #2 



The table below represents the actual costs of InstaUino sprinkler 
systems In the listed hotels which provide a broad oeogrophlc 
sampling of costs across the United States. The Insurance savings listed 
were provided by our property Insurance carrier, Aricwright, one of the 
most widely used commercial property Insurers In the country 



HOUDAY INNS SPRINKLER COST VS. INSURANCE SAVINGS 



aSSSL SPRINKLER CO?T INSURANCE SAVINGS RECOUP YEARS 

Holiday Inn Lee Road 

Orlando, Florida $ 155,586 $ 4,930 31 1/2 

5 story, 202 rooms 

Holiday Inn Harix>rview 

San Diego, CA 447,600 8,175 54 3/4 

16 story, 205 rooms 

HI Boston Government Ctr. 

Boston, MA 285,956 10,314 27 3/4 

15 story, 301 rooms 

HI San Diego Emborcodero 

San Diego, CA 1X)88XX)0 35X)57 31 

Two 13 story, buildings 

one 5 story, 605 rooms 

HoRday Inn Sea-Toe 

Seattle, WA 215,257 9,917 213/4 

12 story, 256 roorm 
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Senator Bryan. Thank you, Mr. Ashman. We will hear from you 
next, Mr. Bowen. 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BOWEN, ASSOCIATE GENERAL 
COUNSEL, SUPER 8 MOTELS INC. 

Mr. Bowen. Thank you. Senator Bryan. 

On behalf of Super 8 Motels, Inc., which is a small corporation 
located in South Dakota, I would have to tell you that we are very 
much in favor of an3rthing that improves, in an effective manner, 
the safety of guests. 

I think in looking at the bill, we feel that ixi some respects it does 
not go far enough, and I think in other respects it is somewhat sim- 
plistic in assuming that in every instance and in every type of 
structure the springer aspect of it is going to be effective. 

Up untU February 17 of 1990 we could have sat here and told 
you that there had never been a fire-related death in a Super 8 
Motel, but in Hagerstown, MD, there was an explosion on the 18th 
of February, and as a result of that explosion there were four fa- 
talities. Now, that building was partially sprinklered in the me- 
chanical areas of the building, but to this day I am not aware of 
any of the officials that investigated that explosion who have ever 
concluded that any of those lives would have been saved with a 
sprinkler system. 

Now, there is one thing that our company is doing throughout 
the 700 motels that comprise the chain, and that is the installation 
of gas detection systems, which is something that is not even men- 
tioned in this act. A great number of the lodging facilities across 
the United States are facilities that have some type of a gas source 
as energy for firing hot water, for laundry facilities and things of 
that sort. 

There is very little that we found, at least, in the way of imi- 
formity in having gas detection systems, and this company (being 
Super 8 Motel) has had the unfortunate coincidence of having not 
only the Hagerstown explosion but one in Billings, MT, both occur- 
ring in a one-year period of time. 

Now, there was absolutely no relation between those two. They 
were built by different contractors. There was no common design 
or architectural drawings involved. There were different appliances 
involved. The source of the leak was different. But be that as it 
may, we believe, and the fire officials that we have talked to have 
indicated, that probably a gas detector would have prevented those 
incidents from happening by giving an early enough alert of a 
danger that was occurring there. 

Now, as I sit here, I have a selfish interest, obviously. I represent 
a chain of motels that are all franchised, they are all owned by in- 
dependent business people, but coincidentally they all happen to 
be — or most of them, at least, happen to be three stories or less. 
The largest of them happens to be in Las Vegas, and that is a prop- 
erty that has approximately 300 rooms, but the bulk of them are 
located in small towns throughout the United States, and they con- 
sist of anywhere from 25 rooms to 62 rooms being the common type 
of configuration. 
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In all of those, we mandate that there has to be a smoke detec- 
tion system in there, and that is for every motel throughout the 
Sfystem. Those smoke detection systems are inspected four times a 
year by our company to make sure that they are working properly, 
and obviously we encourage the owners to be continually monitor- 
ing the operation of those systems. 

The point being is that we feel that with three stories or less, 
those motels can be effectively evacuated in just a matter of min- 
utes, and the smoke detectors are going to sense the particles of 
combustion long before the combustion reaches the point of activat- 
ing a sprinkler system. 

So with that you are able to have a one or two or three- story 
structure evacuated long before any of these sprinklers are going to 
reach the heat point where they are going to be discharging water. 
So in our estimation, you are going to be sprinkling a vacant build- 
ing. We are not talking about a sixth floor, a 25th floor or some- 
thing of that sort, as far as evacuating people. 

Now, the life safety code, NFPA-101, has been referred to by 
some of the people that have spoken here, and there were a few of 
those people who seemed to indicate that maybe it was not a credi- 
ble source because there was some input from various facets of the 
industry, be it the hotel-motel industry or other industries. 

I learned a lesson, I guess, when I heard that, because I thought 
that this was a credible source of information for fire safety in the 
United States, and in here they point out that a properly designed 
automatic sprinkler S3rstem provides a dual function of automatic 
alarms and automatic extinguishment, but it says that the preced- 
ing is not true in those cases where early detection of incipient fire, 
and early notification of occupants, are needed to initiate actions in 
behalf of life safety earlier than can be expected from heat- sensi- 
tive fire detectors. So we really feel that there is a difference. 

Now, I heard Senator McCain, who made some of the introducto- 
ry remarks, talking about the fact that the bill sponsors were look- 
ing out for the mom and dad businesses. Well, should either myself 
or you or any Federal employee be less safe in a mom and dad op- 
eration? I feel that we would all be very adequately protected with 
a smoke detection system, and that apparently is being overlooked 
by the act. 

There is also some assumption here that if you have an exterior 
corridor building that that somehow is going to make you safer. 
You have a quicker means of egress. 

A couple of weeks ago I was in Whitefish, MT, staying in a very 
nice» two-level motel. It was not a Super 8 Motel. It had exterior 
corridors; it had a balcony with a wood deck; it had a wood over- 
hang. If that did not have a smoke detection S3rstem in it, or any 
type of a detection system, and a fire occurred there, and that fiie 
is out in that deck area, I have no means of escape from that room. 
My only means of escape, through the window, through the door, 
are barred by that fire. 

With the interior corridor motels, such as we have in our system, 
you have got the exits, that meet the life safety codes, down the 
stairs on either end of a very short hallway — because in a typical 
62runit motel as I mentioned, you are only talking about ten rooms 
on either side of a hallway — but secondly, if there is some type of a 
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blockage in that hallway, you still have a means of egress through 
the window. 

Now, the one story, which is actually a half story into the 
ground, you are virtually walking right out onto the ground from 
that level. The second story is one where you are just a six or 
seven-foot drop to safety, and obviously a correspondingly higher 
one from the third level, if you have a three-story property. 

I guess just to summarize, we really think that you do have to 
promote the safety of guests in lodging establishments, and we do 
not disagree with the positions of using construction material that 
is safe. We think that smoke detection is safe, and it is an early, 
early form of warning people and giving them the opportunity to 
get out. 

I guess that one last thing is that five years from now, if we 
sprinkle everjrthing today, and we have thousands of motels out 
there that are sprinkled, and there is no program of maintenance 
and inspection are we sure the systems will work — now, certainly 
in some of the large cities, in a lot of areas you do have a prc^ranL 
of inspection and maintenance, but I will tell you that there are a— 
lot of little towns, not just in South Dakota but throughout th^ 
United States, where those people might spend the money to putz 
that system in to comply with this law if it were mandated, but d(^ 
you know that five years from now, ten years from now, 15 yean^ 
from now, that that system is still going to be operational iS th^ 
need arises? 

I think that again, more investigation really needs to go into this 
act to make sure that we have an act that is effective and not one 
that just lulls you into a sense of safety because you have got a 
building that is sprinklered. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Bryan. Mr. Bowen, we thank you very much for your 
testimony as well. 

Mr. Ashman, a comment was made earlier in the testimony by a 
non-Holiday Inn hotel witness indicating that future Holiday Inns 
now under construction are fully sprinklered. Is that correct? 

Mr. Ashman. Yes. We review our standards on an annual basis, 
and the items that I have mentioned to you that we currently re- 
quire have evolved over the last ten years, and we are, on new con- 
struction, requiring sprinklers, but the issue we have here is on the 
retrofitting of existing hotels. The cost of including sprinklers 
under new construction is dramatically different than the cost of 
going in and retrofitting. 

Senator Bryan. I understand your point. You make that very 
clear in your testimony. I guess I would say that if you have 
reached a judgment, or conclusion, to install sprinklers in new con- 
struction, at least by implication you must believe, and your com- 
pany believes, that it makes your facilities safer. I am sure you 
would not do that and spend that additional money simply because 
it is a frivolous thought or act. 

Mr. Ashman. It is really, senator, more in response to the trend 
that we see at the State levels on new construction requiring sprin- 
klers in buildings. Hotels built in Washington, DC, seven, eight or 
nine years ago did not require sprinklers even in high-rise hotels, 
so it is a trend that we saw. 
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We do not feel that the building from a life safety standpoint, ex- 
cluding high-rise facilities, is any safer, and our track record has 
proven that. In the ten years of what we have in place today, with 
over 890 million people spending the night with us, we have had no 
deaths. 

So it is an issue of how safe is safe? I guess if we issued someone 
a fire extinguisher when they checked in and sprinklers, it would 
be even safer, but zero is still zero, and that is the way we have 
viewed it. We 

Senator Bryan. Well, Mr. Ashman, I think that the — we have 
obviously got to make a judgment here, those of us on the Commit- 
tee. 

You know, when you have a man like Chief Hilton — he and I 
have never met before, to my knowledge. He spends 36 years in the 
fire service. His testimony was pretty persuasive, at least to this 
senator. With the greatest respect to you, Mr. Ashman, you are 
not, at least as far as I know, someone with professional fire-fight- 
ing experience. I do not denigrate your baclq^ound or experience 
in any way, but I mean that is pretty persuasive to this senator. 

I had occasion to be, as I shared with you all earlier, at the MGM 
fire the day after. Now, I had heard for years about sprinklers, un- 
derstood generally what they were, but I must say, having walked 
through that area and seen the devastation, and to see that part of 
the structure that was sprinklered and that part that was not, 
where the line of demarkation was so clear that a person with the 
poorest of vision could see it — the carpeting on the side that was 
sprinklered that you went into the corridor, as opposed to that part 
that was the main casino area, was a line that was defined as 
clearly as the line between the green inlay on the table there and 
the mahogany trim. 

Every fire fighter there indicated to me that had there been a 
fully sprinklered building, that this tragedy would have been — if 
not totally avoided, substantially minimized. 

What is wrong with a policy that says that with respect to Feder- 
al employees only — do not mandate anybody in the private sector, 
do not impose any burden upon your company to do anything — 
that we set a standard that Federal employees who are required to 
travel on behalf of the Federal Government for required business 
be accommodated in hotel accommodations that do have these 
minimal standards that we are talking about admittedly may not 
be perfect? What is wrong with that? I mean, we do not impose 
that upon you, but what is wrong with that? 

Mr. Deckelbaum. Let me see if I can put that in the proper per- 
spective. 

I do not think this bill accomplishes anything and let me tell you 
why. Take the city of Washington this month. I guarantee you tnat 
99 percent of the Federal employees traveling on a per diem are 
not in the Marriotts and Hiltons because the rate is too high. They 
are in the middle segment hotels, the Holiday Inns, the Ramadas, 
the Qualitys, the hotels that this bill addresses, because that is all 
they can afford under the per diem. 

On the other hand, if they are staying at one of the bases around 
this city that has lodging facilities, they are staying in lodging fa- 
cilities for nothing, and they are not sprinklered. 
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Senator Bryan. I am not sure — I do not understand what you are 
sa3dng to me. 

Mr. Deckelbaum. I am telling you, it is not competitive. It is not 
the real world. 

Senator Bryan. You are talking about military bases. Oh, I am 
sorry. Okay. 

Mr. Deckelbaum. There are facilities in this — owned by the gov- 
ernment which have lodging facilities in them which have been, 
built within the past few years that are not sprinklered. 

Senator Bryan. Well, that is probably an argument for amend- 
ing that into the bill, is it not? 

Mr. Deckelbaum. It may be. I would like to see that in the bill« 
If the bill is going to pass, I would not like to see the exemption foa^ 
Federal facilities that is presently in there because there is some — 
body out there in competition. We are sa3dng look, they are stayin^a 
over there in a non-sprinklered facility, yet they cannot stay witfcr- 
us. 

And the problem is very simple. This bill will not force people t-^ 
do that. This is not a retrofitting bill. This is a bill that addresses .^ 
competitive situation, a segment of the business. There mav l>«< 
hotels that are not — the hotel in Vegas that had the fire would nc^i 
be affected by this because I do not think they get any per dieim 
business. 

Senator Bryan. Well, I do not know. The rates out there aire 
pretty cheap. But whether they do or not is not the main issue. 

Mr. Deckelbaum. What I am trying to say is that the bill does 
not solve the problem. If the problem is to sprinkle, it is a retrofit, 
a reasonable bill requiring everybody to retrofit, not to say in order 
to get government business you have to do this. 

You have got areas of the country which are excluded and there 
are reasonable areas as to where there is no other place to stay. 
The bill has to make exclusions for that. 

My problem is the bill is a bag of worms and really is not going* 
to accomplish anything and when you have a few — as few deatiis in 
hotels as compared to the number of people sta3dng, it is infinitesi- 
mal. It is a life, I agree with you. But the examples given here 
about nursing homes and apartment houses and businesses and j 
other projects are not going to be affected one bit by this bill. / 

A sprinkler in a room that this bill requires will not require / 
sprinklers in the commercial area of this room of this hotel. So, 
you can have the fire in the commercial area, it can spread, and 
the sprinkler in the room will never go off because there is no fire 
there. The smoke that the gentleman talked about will get to that 
room, and that will be it. 

Senator Bryan. Okay. I appreciate your response. Let me now 
3deld to my distinguished senior colleague. Senator Ford, who joins 
us. 

Senator Ford. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being 
late and as is the case in all things, it is awful hard to get around 
to all of them. 

I visited with my fire protection people yesterday, and thev have 
got more problems than sprinklers in hotels when you talk with 
them about hazardous waste as it travels down the road and a com- 
puter system. They want to put a little fee on the hazardous waste 
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hauler so they can set up their computer system. And this sprin- 
kler business is just part of a package. I think what you are fight- 
ing here, Mr. Ashman, is emotion, and that is difficult because I 
heard a fellow say one time that you cast a vote by using 75 per- 
cent emotion and 25 percent convincing yourself that the emotional 
vote was correct. So, that is where we find ourself here now, I 
think. 

What are the state and local laws as it compares to what is going 
on here, what this piece of legislation is attempting to do? You al- 
luded, I think, to local and state pressures, and are we duplicating 
or are you building based on local ordinances a state law? 

Mr. Ashman. Well, Senator, every building out there, I assume, 
has been built according to the ordinance at the time it was con- 
structed. What this is imposing is a significantly more stringent re- 
quirement than the average out there. 

There are some states, as certainly the Senator from Nevada al- 
ludes here who have enacted hotel sprinkler bills but I would say 
on the whole this bill is far more stringent than what is currently 
being required by state and local buildliig codes from our observa- 
tion. 

Senator Ford. Well, it is my understanding that most states are 
requiring that if you construct a new hotel or motel today that it 
will be sprinklered. I think you said that. 

Mr. Ashman. But we are sa3dng that is a trend. There are still a 
lot of states that do not require that. And remember that hotels 
can be built out of wood frame construction just like a home. 

Senator Ford. This bothers me a little bit, Mr. Chairman, that 
we are sajring here that — in reading your testimony about the non- 
flammable materials, furniture, upholstery, masonry walls and 
things of that nature, when you buUd a hotel or motel to those 
standards and then you are required to add others on that you are 
not getting any credit for what you have already done, so you build 
the cheapest one you can get, sprinkler it, and you can be competi- 
tive and the Federal employees can stay in your motel. Am I cor- 
rect in that? 

Mr. Ashman. Yes. 

Senator Ford. We might be throwing the baby out with the bath 
water here. That bothers me just a little bit. ^d I am not trying 
to be on your side or anybody else's side. I am trying to make a 
decision here as to how I might come down on this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we are going to have to give some consid- 
eration to the kmd of material that is used. I noticed in here as I 
was glancing through this, that there is a place in Richmond, KY 
involved in this, one of these things here, and they saved $9,000 a 
year with sprinklers under insurance premiums, and it cost them 
$29,000. So, they really lose $20,000 basically. So, that is over a 
long period of time to repay that. 

I hope that we can find some way to give you credit for building 
your motels correctly and, what is it, eight 

Mr. BowEN. Super 8. 

Senator Ford. Super 8. I did not know it was confined to South 
Dakota, but when I started thinking about it, ours is Super 6, I 
think. So, they are $2 cheaper than you are. 
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Mr. BowEN. That could be. The corporation is in South Dakota, 
but there are 700 motels throughout 48 states, so 

Senator Ford. Probably Kentucky is one of those, and Alaska is 
the other. 

But I am very thankful for your letting me be here. But we have 
got to look at the material or the construction material of the 
buildings themselves, I think. 

Mr. Bowen, I believe and I asked the Chairman, you said that 
yours were three stories or less. You are excluded under this bill 
only if you are two stories or less. 

Mr. BowEN. Yes, sir. I understand that, and I guess I was tr3ring 
to address the point that I do not know if it makes sense to not 
even have smoke detectors in two stories or less because I believe 
the danger to fire is just as great. 

Senator Bryan. Let me correct the record there, Mr. Bowen, if I 
may. The legislation in order to quality for Federal travel purposes 
requires a smoke detector in all. The only exception with respect t<^ 
the two story provision is with respect to the sprinkler provision^ 
So, I think the record needs to be corrected. I did not mean to in — 
terrupt the colloquy between you and Senator Ford, but I do thinlc: 
the record needs to. 

Mr. BowEN. I apologize if I misread it then, which I apparently^ 
did. 

Senator Ford. Well, you are qualified then to write legislation.. 

Mr. BowEN. Could I make one comment, then, about construc- 
tion, sir. 

Senator Bryan. Sure, you bet. 

Senator Ford. Because I am into that thing, and I think some- 
where along the way if you build fire-retardant or use fire-retard- 
ant material, separation of walls, et cetera, somehow or another it 
seems like you have gone through a lot of expense and then you 
have to put in the sprinkler and something about that does not 
seem to me to be fair or safe. 

Mr. BowEN. When you look at the construction issue, I guess, it 
has been a bit of a situation of two people here in the motel/hotel 
industry pointing the finger at each other to some degree. 

I think the comments that we prepared and have propounded 
here earlier more or less say we see the need for sprinkling in high 
rises because it takes more time to get that person off the 25th 
floor than it does the third floor or the second floor or the first 
floor. 

Now, as I said before, there is certainly some self-serving interest 
in that position, but I think that it does have merit. 

We had the motel in Hagerstown that was the subject of the ex- 
plosion, and we had people from the NFPA out. We had every fire 
expert that was in a five-state area, I think, that was there within 
a few days afterwards. 

Each of them lauded the construction of that building because of 
the fact that there were fire stops in the attics, all of the rooms 
met the code as far as one-hour fire resistance, and for 70 minutes 
we had a high pressure, two-inch gas main that was essentially a 
blowtorch for that building. Yet, that frame construction other 
than the immediate area where that blowtorch was going with- 
stood the flames. 
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And you had all of these people that were there at 2:00 or 3:00 in 
the morning safely evacuated from the building except those people 
who were in the immediate area of the explosion. 

So, please look carefully at construction and do not just assume 
that the masonry construction is, by itself, the only answer. 

Senator Ford. A country boy just thinks about concrete. That is 
what they put the casket in down home. It makes it safe. 

So I just — it is something here. I agree that the only problem you 
are going to have is the image that might be given from this when 
they said the Federal employees cannot stay in this hotel. 

llie next thing they will do, they will want you to put a sign up 
out front saying uh-uh, you cannot stay here. So then that does 
create a lot of problems. 

I think this has a far-reaching effect. But on the other side of 
that coin, we do want to come down on the side of safety, and I 
think we will do. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for letting me interrupt your hearing 
here. 

Senator Bryan. Thank you very much. Senator Ford. We appre- 
ciate your joining us today. 

Gentlemen, we thank you for your testimony. We are going to 
keep the record open in this proceeding to allow any of our col- 
leagues who may have some additional questions. We would appre- 
ciate your response to those should they be forthcoming as quickly 
as possible. 

This subcommittee hearing stands adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, sufarject 
to the call of the Chair.] 
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ADDITIONAL ARTICLES, LETTERS, XnD STATEMENTS 

SlAlQCZsT OF MI^RyiN J. BGEIE, GENERAL VBESTDEm, UNITED PSSOdAIKK 

The United Association represents 330,000 nenbers of the 

plUBbing, pipef itting and the fire protection trades in the United 

States and Canada. 

I an a nenber of the Executive Council of the AFL-CIO and the 
Building and Construction Trades Council. I am submitting this 
statement in support of H.R. 94. 

When it comes to saving lives in a fire, sprinkler systems are 
perhaps the most effective tool we have. UA members know this from 
experience and we would like to see these systems become law. 

Others have testified citing examples of various fires in 
which lives could have been saved with the use of sprinklers. 
Sprinklers are not a new product on the market. They have been 
around since the 1800 's. We know they work and we know they save 
lives. But, unfortunately it seems necessary for a major tragedy 
to take place to get our lawmakers to take legislative action. 

Most states with sprinkler laws enacted them following tragic 
fires that claimed hundreds of lives. Last month the state of 
Tennesee began considering a sprinkler retrofit ordinance after 16 
persons died in a Christmas Eve fire in an 11-story retirement 
home. 

The United States has the worst fire record in the 
industrialized world. We ought to be ashamed of that record and 
we ought to do something about it. 

The simple solution is sprinklers. They are the most cost 
Effective means of automatically detecting and suppressing a fire, 
kfhile simultaneously sounding alarms to warn building occupants. 

Fire can be contained to one room instead of spreading to an 
Entire building with the use of sprinklers. 

(63) 
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The objectors of this legislation claim the costs of 
installing sprinlclers is prohibitive. We have heard this objection 
in every state that has passed a sprinkler law, but, it has yet to 
be proven. And, we know it just isn't true. Those states with 
sprinkler laws have saved both money and lives. 

These naysayers should ask themselves about the costs involved 
in the payout to families whose loved ones have been lost in these 
terrible hotel and motel fires. The millions of dollars paid to 
those families cannot bring back their loved ones, nor can those 
dollars erase the tragedies. How do you place a cost on broken 
families who must live in the shadow of charred bodies? 

If sprinklers had been installed those payouts would not be 
necessary and those families would be whole. 

A recent National Fire Protection Association report compares 
two fires, one in Georgia and one in Florida. Both fires were 
similar, both had one occupant who had no capable means of escape. 

The only difference cited in the report was under the heading 
"condition when found.** One was listed as **wet and frightened.** 
The other **dead.** The difference was that the **wet and frightened" 
victim was saved by sprinklers. 

Even the hotel industry has acknowledged the need for 
sprinklers. Many are requiring the installation of sprinklers in 
their properties, even the small two-story ones. 

Smoke detectors and cement block walls won*t put out a fire 
started by a careless guest who falls asleep while smoking. 
Sprinklers willl 

We support H.R. 94. The traveling public should be able to 
relax in comfort knowing that every effort was taken to protect 
them. Without sprinklers there is no real fire protection! 
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STATEMENT OF 

L. DENNIS KOZLOWSKI 
PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

6RINNELL CORPORATION 

Founded in 1850, Grlnnell Corporation is the largest 
Manufacturer and supplier of automatic sprinkler and fire 
protection and detection systeas in North America. With over 
10,000 employees, Grinnell is the only fire protection company 
with a network of sales, installation, and maintenance offices 
throughout the United States (including Hawaii and Puerto Rico) , 
Canada, and Mexico. Grinnell produces all of the components for 
its automatic sprinkler systems and is able to provide a full 
range of design, installation, maintenance and inspection 
services on a unifonaly dependable basis. 

Grinnell Corporation fully supports H.R. 94, the Hotel and 
Motel Fire Safety Act. This bill recognizes that sprinkler 
systeflM and smoke detectors together are the most effective and 
reliable means available today to save lives and property from 
the destruction of fire. On this point there is unanimous 
agreement among fire fighters, fire chiefs, fire marshals, 
building engineers, and insurance companies - in short, just 
about everyone with knowledge of fire prevention and 
extinguishing methods. 

Automatic fire sprinklers are individually heat-activated, 
and tied into a network of piping with water under pressure. 
. When the heat of a fire raises the sprinkler temperature to its 
operating point (usually 165 degrees Fahrenheit) , a solder link 
will melt or a liquid-filled glass bulb will shatter to open that 
single sprinkler, releasing water directly over the source of the 
heat. 

Sprinklers are so effective because they operate in the area 
of fire origin, preventing a fire from growing undetected to a 
dangerous size, while simultaneously sounding an alarm. 
Automatic sprinklers keep fires small. The majority of fires in 
sprinlclered buildings are handled by one or two sprinklers. 

Sprinklers are so important for life safety because they do 
not rely upon human factors such as familiarity with escape 
routes or emergency assistance. They go to work immediately to 
reduce the danger of fast developing fires of intense heat which 
are capable of trapping and killing dozens of building occupants. 
Toxic smoke is generally the cause of death to building 
occupants. Although smoke is produced as sprinklers extinguish a 
fire, such quantities of smoke are less than those which would be 
produced by an unsprinklered fire permitted to grow. In 
addition, sprinklers keep dangerous toxic particles contained in 
smoke from spreading. 

The record for sprinklers speaks for itself. There has 
never been a multiple loss of life in a fully sprinklered 
building. No other fire protection feature is as effective and 
reliable as sprinkler systems. 
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In order to ensure that a sprinkler system operates 
properly, we recommend that the system be inspected on a 
quarterly basis. The cost of a maintenance contract ranges from 
$500 to $1000 a year. Ninety percent of our retrofitted 
properties are under contract for inspection service. Other 
properties are required by their insurance carriers to have 
trained people on site to perform inspections. An inspection 
involves checking the control valve to make sure it is open, 
checking the gauges to make sure there is pressure in the system, 
opening the main drain to make sure that water is flowing through 
the system, and a general inspection of the system to ensure that 
sprinkler heads are not damaged or missing. The inspectors also 
look for any changed circximstances such as renovations which may 
affect the system. 

H.R. 94 is the most important federal initiative addressing 
fire safety issues since the Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act of 1974 which created the United States Fire Administration 
(USFA) . USFA is charged with pursuing initiatives in technology, 
education, and public awareness designed to address and reduce 
the unacceptable loss of live, injuries, and destruction of 
property for fire in this country. 

Grinnell Corporation worked closely with USFA in the 
development of automatic sprinkler systems that would be suitable 
for installation in residential occupancies where people sleep 
including hotels and motels. Through the contributions of many 
in the private sector working together with the federal 
government, "quick response** technology was developed which is 
cost effective, aesthetically acceptable, and adaptable to 
existing as well as new construction. The quick response 
sprinkler system reacts five times faster than any other product 
available and will use significantly less water to extinguish a 
fire. Sprinkler systems are so effective today, we have the 
ability to save people within the room of fire origin, something 
unheard of ten years ago. 

This legislation was first proposed in the aftermath of the 
tragic Dupont Plaza Hotel fire in which 97 people perished and 
another 150 were injured. In hearings before the House Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee, numerous expert witnesses 
testified that the disaster could have been averted if the hotel 
was equipped with sprinklers and smoke detectors. Armed with 
this information. Congressmen Doug Walgren and Sherwood Boehlert 
sought legislation to promote the use of sprinkler and smoke 
detection systems in places of public accommodation. 

The legislation pending before the Consumer Subcommittee 
sets a policy requiring federal enqployees traveling on official 
business to stay at hotels equipped with sprinkler and smoke 
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tetftctor systMBs in most instances. This very sane policy has 
already been adopted by nany large corporations for their 
employees irtio travel. It is important to note that the 
legislation does not mandate the installation of sprinklers and 
nikm detectors in every hotel and motel property in the U.S. 
Ibat is still an issue that must be addressed by state and local 
authorities. However, the legislation does provide a strong 
incentive for hotels and motels to install spriniaers in the form 
of the federal travel dollar. 

The cost of retrofitting existing hotels and motels is an 
important issue. It depends upon many factors such as the 
bttllding type and construction, availability of public water 
>applyr And degree of hazard of the occupancy. The National Fire 
Sprinkler Association estimates an average cost of about $1.50 
per square foot based on a survey of retrofit jobs in the Chicago 
area. Retrofit is more expensive than installations in new 
construction because more labor is involved with patching and 
restoration work. However, the cost to install a sprinkler 
system is comparable to the cost to install new carpeting, an 
investment made by most hotels every five years. 

Kany hotels owners recognize that the benefits provided by 

sprinklers and smoke detectors far outweigh the initial 

.-« investment. Tragic fires we hear about every day in the media 

' are reason enough to retrofit hotels and motels with modem fire 

protection and detection systems. It could be one of the most 

important investments made in a hotel. In the event of a fire 

the costs are enormous and include a loss of property, revenues, 

public confidence, and increases in liability insurance premiums. 

Ilhen lives are lost and people are injured, our society must 

absorb the costs through higher insurance premiums for medical 

•sqpenses, legal fees, and liability payments to the victims and 

their families. The Dupont Plaza Hotel fire generated lawsuits 

that exceeded $l billion. All would agree that sprinkler system 

costs are recouped the first time it activates and extinguishes a 

tire. Automatic sprinklers pay for themselves in damage 

prevented. 

Leading hotels such as Marriott, Hilton, and Sheraton are 
Installing quick response sprinkler systems in all new 
construction and are retrofitting all existing properties. These 
hotels will testify that retrofitting, in most instances, can be 
completed with little or no disruption in operations or 
inconvenience to guests. We have retrofitted hotels where the 
ouest rooms being retrofitted were occupied during the 
installation process. Grinnell Corporation has produced a video 
that displays the retrofit process and addresses the most common 
concerns that hotel owners and managers have about retrofitting. 
We have provided that video to your staff and hope that it will 
be helpful in your study of this issue. 
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Some have asserted that properties built with non- 
combustible construction materials and furnished with fire- 
retardant or flame resistant furnishings should not be 
retrofitted because the environment already provides life safety 
features. Unfortunately, there are always flaws in that 
environment. Walls and shafts can be breached by means of poke- 
throughs and building alterations. Exit doors can be blocked or 
locked. Hotel guests bring their personal items into their rooms 
including cigarettes, a leading cause of hotel fires. There are 
many examples of devastating fires that have occurred in hotels 
and motels built with non-combustible construction materials and 
fire-retardant or flame-resistant furnishings. In fact, the 
chemicals used on fabrics to provide fire-retardant or flame- 
resistant properties are quite toxic when they do bum. It is 
true that all fire protection features have a reliability factor. 
It is also true that sprinklers and smoke detectors are the most 
reliable fire protection systems known. 

On behalf of the entire Grinnell family, I would like to 
thank Chairman Bryan and his colleagues of the Consumer 
Subcommittee for their interest and enthusiasm on this important 
life safety initiative. We urge you to move H.R. 94 to the full 
Commerce Committee for markup and then to the floor of the United 
States Senate for a vote. We have the means within our reach to 
eliminate practically all destructive and life threatening fires 
from the hotel and motel environment. We at Grinnell Corporation 
look forward to the challenge presented by H.R. 94. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments on 
this very important legislation. Please feel free to call upon 
us as your Committee deliberates on this issue. 
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Statement of 

John A. Hesllp 

President 

The National Concrete Masonry Association 

regarding 
H.R. 94 

before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Consumer 

April 19, 1990 



Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to express the views 
of the National Concrete Masonry Association (NCNA) regarding 
H.R. 94. 

NCNA represents hundreds of businesses across the country In the 
concrete masonry Industry. NCNA provides support and services to 
producers of concrete brick, block and paving materials. We 
actively promote the use of concrete masonry construction 
products to enhance fire safety construction, as well as provide 
Input to the regional building codes, provide government 
relations representation, marketing support, new product and 
technology development and testing In our on-site laboratory and 
other services. 

NCNA has been very active In promoting fire safety for many 
years, primarily by advancing a comprehensive approach to fire 
safety known as BALANCED DESIGN. Briefly, balanced design 
incorporates the characteristics of three fire safety methods — 
detection, suppression and containment (which generally 
translates into smoke detectors, sprinklers and compartmentatlon 
using fire-resistive construction materials) • Each method 
considered individually has its o«m strengths and weaknesses; 
balanced design uses a combination of all three methods 
synerglstically to provide comprehensive protection and reduce 
the chance of catastrophic failure in case one or two methods are 
willfully defeated or accidentally compromised. 

NCNA and a coalition of seven other industry organizations were 
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InstruiMntal In bringing about a hearing before the 

Subcoamltte« on Science, Research and Technology on July 28, 
1988 to fully examine the issues encompassing balanced design. 
Our coalition is currently advocating a federal qovemaent study 
to develop A technical definition of balanced design to assist in 
quantifying the benefits the concept offers. 

I aa attaching an editorial on balanced design that recently 
appeared in R?ll C^ll. 

Mr^ Chairman, KCHA applauds the sponsors of H.R. 94, and most 
especially distinguished Members of Congress like Sherwood 
Boehlert and co sponsors like Doug Walgren Robert Walker and Curt 
tfeldon. We recognize that one of the greatest impediments to 
inproving America's sad record on fire safety is the lack of 
attention the issue receives except for the days immediately 
following notorious disasters These gentlemen have done an 
exemplary job of bringing continuity to the discussion* They are 
doing the public a great eervico In focusing attention on fire 
safety. We greatly appreciate your interest in the matter as 
well, and your willingness to look at the broad range of Issues 
put forth by H.R. 94. 

Having said that, NCMA and the Coalition for Balanced Design have 
notified you that we cannot support the bill in its present form. 
Although its intent is sound and laudable, the bill has several 
serious tiawa which I will summarize here. It is under- inclusive 
and too narrow in prescribing fire safety methods It is bailed 
on the false premise that smoKe detectors and sprinklers are "the 
most effective" means of providing fire protection < It would 
send wrong messages to code officials and the building design 
community regarding future construction, signaling a decline in 
the importance of fire-resistive materials* It would exacerbate 
the problem of trading off one fire safety component against 
another. 

If it becomes law, H.R. 94 will become the latest clear statement 
on the federal government s definition of what constitutes 
acceptable fire safety and acceptable risk Therefore, it is 
in^erative that Congress recognize that this bill will have 
ramifications far beyond the limits of the hotel and motel 
construction market SCKA will be pleased to support efforts to 
expand the application of comprehensive fire safety legislation. 
But these factors only underscore the need for H.R. 94 to be a 
comprehensive statement, not a piecemeal approach which may 
provide incrementally better protection in certain narrow 
situations but which might open the door for reduced protection 
and greater risks if applied generally. 

This is especially true regarding future construction. Although 
most of the commentary surrounding the bill focuses on improving 
fire safety in existing hotels and motels, it is our 
understanding that H.R. 94 will apply prospectively to new 
construction as well. It is in future construction that we feel 
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Bost Of th« problems v« clt« would rapidly become apparent. 

In keeping with NCNA'e affirmative stance on fire safety, we will 
recoimeiid amendirtents that, If enacted, would remedy the 
deficiencies and allow our Industries to fully support passage. 

the foresnoflt problem with H.R. 94 Is that it appears to be based 
on the false premise that fire safety is a furtction of sprinklers 
and smoke detectors alone. The bill is utterly devoid of any 
menticin of structurally-based fire containment methods using 
construction naterials and f ire*resistive separations. 
Conotruction materials are a critical component in determining a 
building's fuel load (the aiinount of material present on which a 
fire may feed) * Yet, fire-resistant construction materials are 
not addressed In the bill. 

Under "Section 2, Findings and Purpose," the bill asserts that - 

"when properly installed and maintained, automatic 
sprinklers and smoke detectors provide the most 
effective safeguards against the loss of life and 
property from fire.,." 

This finding gives the strong Impression that smoke detectors 
(detection) and sprinklers (suppression) alone are the only 
salient factors In enhancing'- fire safety, and that consideration 
Of containment (compartmentatlon) using fire -resistive 
separations Is, by Inference, unnecessary and unwarranted We 
assert that such a statement Is contrary to the previously stated 
vleiv of the U.S. Fire Administration and insupportable given the 
data and state of the art of fire science. 

In the afore-mentioned hearing held before the House Subcommittee 
on Science, Research and Technology on July 28, 1988, a number of 
witnesses examined fire safety in mult i- family housing. At that 
^ine, the Administrator of the U.S. Fire Administration, Clyde 
Bragdon, evaluated methods of preventing fire losses, focusing on 
detection, suppression and containment. Mr- Bragdon's view was 
that all three methods can be very effective for different 
ir«asons in preventing the spread of fire, but that no one or two 
^•thods can provide ^the best answer *< to fire safetyx Instead, 
Yim said a synergistic oomblnation of methods is preferred to 
provide comprehensive protection. Part of Administrator 
Bragdon*« summary regarding his views on detection, suppression 
And containment (contpartmentation) follows in pertinent partt 

The United States Fire Administration believes that 
there is merit in each of these approaches, ueed in 
concert , the olemerits of detection, fire sprinkler 
syateme and compartmentalization [sic] can 
significantly enhance the aafety of building occupants 
from fire and can achieve a significant lowering of the 
rate of property loss due to fire, (underlining added) 
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kdninistrator Bragdon continued: 

Wbat Z have described to you, of courss...ii A 

■yitrMntfg ^pprg^ghr ft fr^lanpe';^ ftppr^ftghf to fire 

protection, that no single piece of hartitware, no single 
technology, provides everything, ., I prefer to 

hftve. . -Bgne redunaangy in gagg th-crg Ig a sygtea 

failure ; don't put all your eggs in a single basket, 
{underlining added} 

Mr. Bragdon 'e testimony cotabliehes the importance of 
oompartwentatlon as a fire safety component in sljnilar terms as 
detection and suppression, Compartmentation is a very 
significant and effective means of enhancing fire safety (though 
there has never been any serious question on this point) , as are 
spriniaere and smoke detectors > All three methods influence the 
dynamics of fire propagation in different and mutually supporting 
ways, and all should be provided for in a federal policy 
promoting fire safety in places of public accommodation. 

Unfortunately, «,R- 94, as currently drafted, does not recognize 
the compartmentation component, a flaw which not only influences 
the functional provisions of the bill, but which would also send 
a powerful negative signal to architects, developers, code 
officials and a hoist of other construction entities that do 
recognise the importance of tire-reaistive separations in 
containing the spread of fire. 

By omitting consideration of construction materials, H.R. 94 
would actually punish existing hotels and motels that have made 
major commitments to fire safety through fire-resistive 
separations by failing to recognize those commitments. The 
message for future hotel and motel construction would be to 
reduce resources for compartmentation and shift those resources 
to sprinXlers and smoke detectors, regardless of whether such a 
strategy is advisable from a fire safety standpoints Such a 
policy would actually discourage builders who make good use of 
fire-resistive separations- They would be compelled to 
discontinue this proven fire safety practice to the extent 
allowable and shift resources elsewhere in order to avoid the 
penalties in H.R. 94. 

The bill as drafted would send the message that construction 
materials are a jton-lssue as far as federal fire safety policy is 
concerned. We feel this would have a devastating impact on 
efforts to expand, promote or even continue the use of fire- 
resistive separations, in that H R. 94 may become a watershed 
bill shaping the federal government's role in fire safety. 

It would exacerbate, not ameliorate, the problem of "trade-offs** 
between fire safety resources, a problem that was discussed at 
length in the afore-mentioned hearing. 

If H.R. 94 were to become law in its present form, encouraging 
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the us« of sprinklers and smoke detectors but remaining silent 
regarding fire-res 1st Ive construction, It would encourage 
builders to trade off fvindlng for fire-res 1st Ive construction 
materials in order to divert resources to sprinklers and smoke 
detectors . 

If part of the Intent of the bill is to encourage greater fire 

safe construction in future hotele and motels, but it only 
encourftqes builders to trade off on« fire safety component for 
another r the bill would be, at best, neutral in improving tbe 
quality of future construction- At worst. It coul<j become a 
justification to relax standards on proven flre-reslstiv« 
separations, and concentrate an unbalanced reliance on sprinklers 
and sttolce detectors. 

We would like to emphasize that we do not question the 
effectiveness or the efficacy of smoke detectors and sprinklers 
when used properly and within the context of the systems approach 
described by Administrator Bragdon In fact, we want to make it 
clear that we strongly advocate their use as part of the 
comprehensive balanced d&eign concepts. In our view, smoke 
detectors and sprinklers are no more dispensable than fire- 
resistive separations. 

Smoke detectors, sprinklers and fire-resistive separations each 
have indiviauaX strengths and reapond to fire threats in 
different way» a coiftbtrtation of all three draws upon the 
strengths of each. The differences also highlight the reasons 
why a mult i* face ted approach is needed. Both smoKe detectors and 
sprinklers are active systems that require dependable periodic 
maintenance to work properly. If those systems fall, a hotel or 
motel that hae placed all of its fire safety assets in active 
systems will become a fire trap — unless fire separations are 
present to prevent the propagation of fire through the structure. 

For those who feel that smoke detectors and sprinklers are 
sufficient in themselves, without support from f ire-resiotlve 
separations, to provide the most effective safeguards, a sobering 
fact must be considered. Active systems can and do fail> when 
they fail in the absence of compartmanted construction, there is 
essentially no fire protection; the losses may be rapid and 
catastrophic. 

The November/ December 1989 issue of Fire Journal issued a report 
on large-loss structure fires in America in 1983. In 28 of the 
fires, no suppression system was in place. But in iS of the 
fires r there was a suppression system in place and the properties 
were destroyed ^ar>yK fly. In 6 cases, the fires started in areas 
not covered by partial sprinJcler systems. In 3, the systems were 
out of service, 1 due to cold weather, 1 for repairs, and 1 due 
to a break in a water main. 

In other cases, explosions before the fire essentially prevented 
the sprinklers from working. In 1 arson case, the fire burned so 
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quickly that It simply overwhelmed the suppression system. In 
anothsr case the fire raced up some combustible material over the 
top of the sprinklers, in 1 cAg^ the suppression system simply 
failed to work for iinexplained reasons. 

The same edition of Fire Journal reviewed detection systems. Of 
31 large losses, at least 12 of the buildings had detection 
systems of various types. In most cases, losses occurred because 
the systems provided only partial coverage. In 1 case, a battery 
was missing. In some cases, the status of the detection system 
was unlcnoim. 

Mr. Chairman, ve are attaching excerpts In pertinent part from 
the Fire Journal article In question. 

The lesson from real world performance records Is clear. 
Sprinklers and smoke detectors are very good systems for 
enhancing fire protection within the context of an overall fire 
protection strategy, but they are by no means so infallible, 
invulnerable or fool-proof as to justify the total reliance, 
without fire separations, that H.R 94 ejcpresses The Fire 
Journal report indicates that system failures for whatever 
causes, do occur occasionally, and the risks of loss would be 
very high if fire separations are ignored. 

It is noteworthy that the bill Itself places a caveat on the 
reliability of sprinklers and smoke detectors You will note 
that in Section 2 (2) , the bill prefaces its statement on the 
efficacy of sprinklers and smoke detectors with the qualifying 
clause "when properly installed and maintained .." Of course, 
this begs the question of what level of protection may be relied 
upon when systems are not properly installed or maintained. 

A policy which projQotea detection and suppression without placing 
an equal emphasis on compartmentation could result in 
catastrophic losses in future buildings where f ire-res 1st Ive 
separations will be traded -off to accormiodate the preference for 
sprinklers and smoke detectors in H.R. 94. In these 
circumstances, the potential for disaster in a crowded hotel or 
motel is nearly too terrible to contemplate, even though such 
structures might appear to meet the requirements of H<R. 94. 

The risks would be lowered dramatically by incorporating 
compartmentation. Compartmentation using fire-resistive 
construction, a passive method based on durable materials that 
require little if any maintenance, can provide protection at all 
times regardless of power failure, or a loss of water pressure, 
or vandalism, or arson or weather, or point of origin of fire. 
It is the only method that is effective for fires starting on the 
eacterlor of the building. It is the only method that can protect 
the structural integrity of buildings even If active safety 
systems fail, which is Important to occupants and fire fighters 
alike. 
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For th«s« reasons, we cannot support H.R. 94 if It retains 
language that places undue reliance on detection and suppression 
while failing to give equal consideration to compartment at ion 
with fire-resistive construction. We feel that any legislation 
that does not address all three methods similarly will be the 
wrong solution to the right problem, creating opportunities for 
devastating fires in certain cases by providing a de facto 
disincentive to build compartmentation into new projects. 
However if H,R 94 is modified to fully include compartmentation 
and the balanced design concept, these concerns would be 
eliminated and ve would be able to give our strong endorsement. 

Senator, ve reconmend that when your Subcommittee considers H.R. 
94, you support amendments as follows: 

(strike Sec. 2 (a)(2) and insert in lieu thereof): 

(2) when properly installed, maintained and 
constructed, automatic sprinXlers and smoXe detectors 
combined with compartmentation using fire-resistive 
construction provide the most effective safeguards 
against the loss of life and property from fire; 

(immediately following the provisions in Sec. 29 (a)(2)(C), 
insert the following new requirement:) 

"(3) a requirement that in each place of public 
accommodation affecting commerce, all rooms shall be 
separated from adjacent rooms and interior corridors by 
two-hour-rated fire-resistive separations. 

(strike the first sentence under Sec. 30 and insert the following 
new sentence) : 

"Sec. 30. The Director, acting through the 
Administrator, is authorized to take steps to encourage 
the States to promote the use of automatic sprinkler 
syetems, automatic sttoKe detection systems and 
compartmentation using two-hour-rated fire-resistive 
construction, and to disseminate to the maximum extent 
possible information on the life safety value and use 
of such systems. 

Senator, we feel that H.R. 94 can be a major step forward in 
focusing national attention on the lackluster state of fire 
safety generally in America. Ue hope you will agree that the 
changes we are recommending will indeed Improve the bill s 
chances for meeting the goals set forth in 5ec> 2 of saving lives 
and protecting property «, We look forward to working with you and 
the other Members of the Subcommittee to improve H.R* 94 for the 
good of alt Americans who will benefit from a comprehensive 
approach to fire safety. 
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PCXriVAND CBMBNT ASSOOAHON 

tt Portland Cement Association (PCA) is a trade association . 
^presenting North American cement manufacturers. It carries out 
xtensive programs of basic and applied research, market 
development and promotio.n, education, public relations and 
government affairs on behalf of its member conqpanies. 

To better address the issue of fire safety, PCA has for many 
years worked directly with the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology on fire safety evaluation. The Association, 
through its wholly owned subsidary. Construction Technology 
Laboratories, is currently involved in a Research Associate 
program with NIST to examine the applicability of fire models as 
a method to analyze fire performance issues unique to multifamily 
dwellings. Because of the significant role concrete can play in 
the containment of fire, our industry has more than a casual 
interest in the Committee's consideration of H.R. 94. 

Cement is a product that is used in over 90 percent of all 
construction activities nationwide, including concrete designs of 
hotel/motel structures. As a fire resistive construction 
material, it serves well in containing the spread of fire. 

— ned that H.R. 94 fails to take into consideration 

^^*»ls which serve to compartment aliz 
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The cement industry Is very much concerned that trade-offs, i.e., 
smoke detectors (detection) and sprinklers (suppression), are 
identified as the only safety systems to be employed in 
structures for public acconunodation. We refer specifically to 
Section 2, "Findings and Purpose" which states that: "When 
properly installed and maintained, automatic sprinklers and smoke 
detectors provide the most effective safeguards against the loss 
of life and property from fire ..." 

We support the premise that such devices are safeguards, but they 
are not the only means of enhancing safety. In fact, it may be 
dangerous to rely on a system that in turn relies on utilities 
(electricity and water) for its function. In many cases, when 
fire erupts, electrical current may be interrupted and water 
supply to the structure may lose pressure or be turned off 
altogether. Such a predicament was addressed by Mr. Jack Snell, 
Director, Center for Fire Research, National Institute for 
Standards and Technology (NIST) , in hearings before the House 
Subcomiittee on Science, Research and Technology on July 28, 
1988. 

Xn addressing such tradeoffs, Mr. Snell said, "...a prudent 
prescription for fire safety involves some combination of the 
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elemental fire safety strategies of prevention, confinement, fuel 
control, smoke control, early warning, suppression, and escape 
and rescue. Reliance on any single fire protection strategy 
leaves the door wide open for disaster." Mr. Snell went on to 
say that a better approach would be "...to combine sets of 
strategies into safety systems which are assured to deliver 
desired performance even when individual strategies fail." 

Our industry has long felt that inqplementation of a balanced 
design which incorporates the characteristics of detection, 
suppression and containment is a far more effective course of 
action. This system would include smoke detectors, sprinklers, 

and ggffipartffigntatjgn yginq fir? y^gigtlv^ ggngtmcttgn Mt^riftlgt 

The use of such materials is not addressed in H.R. 94. 

As drafted, the bill does not recognize compartment at ion as an 
important factor in fire safey and, in fact, promotes the 
practice of "trade-offs" between fire safety resources. 
Sprinkler systems and smoke detectors are important and should be 
required, but not with a reduction in the 2-hour containment 
rating which is extremely important to the element of escape or 
rescue . 

Compartment at ion using fire-resistive construction can provide 
significant protection regardless of power failure, loss of water 
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pressure, or other unforseen events. This passive method based 
on durable materials that require little if any maintenance is 
the best method to protetct the structural integrity of buildings 
irtien other systems fail. 

Ne feel that H.R. 94 does not adequately address a conqprehensive 
fire safety program that would include early warning devices, 
adequate suppression systems, fire-resistance construction for 
conpartmentation, and structural integrity. Adding suppression 
features while eliminating non-combustible compartment at ion is 
not acceptable. 

Ne urge the Committee to consider a broader range of options, 
irtiich would preclude the construction industry and design 
engineers from accepting the legislation as "the most effective 
safeguards against the loss of life and property from fire..." as 
is enumerated in H.R. 94. As written, the legislation would 
send the wrong message to code groups and the design industry and 
could result in unsafe and life-threatening trade-offs for low- 
bid construction costs. 

An option the Committee may wish to consider is a request by 
Representative Curt Weldon, Chairman of the Congressional Fire 
Services Caucus, to the Center for Fire Research, NTIS, to 
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develop a technical definition of "balanced design." The concept 
would be a conqprehensive approach to building construction 
designed to significantly reduce the loss of life and property 
caused by fire. The Committee may wish to examine such a 
definition as a means of enhancing a national policy on fire 
safety. 

The cement industry appreciates this opportunity to express its 
views, and we look forward to working with the Subcommittee in 
its efforts to protect the public through an enhanced national 
approach to fire safety. 
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STATEMENT 
OF 

SOLZTC CORPORATION 

Mr. Chair«an» Solit* Corporation approoiatoa tho opportunity to 
oo«B«nt on H.R. 94 ("Hotol and Hotol Firo Snfoty Aot") and on tho 
•ubjoot of firo anfoty in ganaral. 

Solita Corp. ia tha Unitad Stataa' largaat produoar of lightvaight 
aggragata, a conatruetion aatarial uaad priaarily in oonorata and 
aaaonry. A divaraifiad aanufacturar and auppliar of building 
aatariala and produota^ Solita oparataa faoilitiaa in Virginia* 
Kantuoky* Nav York* North Carolina* Florida* and Alabama. 

Not only doaa Solita Corp. provida fira-raaiatant oonatruotion 
aatariala* but va hava aotivaly proaotad f ira aafaty through tha uaa 
of "balanoad daaign* with architaota* anginaara* ovnara* davalopara* 
and building ooda offioiala. Our goal in thia affort ia for buildings 
to ba fira-aafa* built ae aa to allow tiaa for avaeuatien and to 
provida atruotural stability for thoaa raantaring buildinga to fight 
firaa* and tha containaant of f ira in ona ooapartaant of tha building 
tharaby ainiaixing loaa of lifa and proparty. Zn abort* balanoad 
daaign ahould ba inoorporatad in ordar to provida buildinga vhioh ara 
fira-aafa. 

Balanoad daaign ia tha incluaion of all thraa of tha naoaaaary 
alaaanta of fira aafaty t dataotion laaoka datacstora)* aupp r a aa ion 
(aprinklara)* and oentainaant < o oapartaantation aohiavad with fira- 
raaiativa oonatruotion aatariala). Conaidarad individually* aaoh 
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8ellt« - P. 3 

••thod has its ovn strengths and v«akn«««««. Balanced daaign 
ooablnaa all thraa of thaaa to provida coaprahanaiva protaotion and 
aignifioantly raduoa tha ohancaa of cataatrophio fallura ahould ona 
alaaant fall tc parfora. 

Tha ^mry raal poaalblllty that a flra aafaty aathod could fail la tha 
raaaon for Solita Corporation 'a oonoarn about H. R. 94. Aa it 
ourrantly raada» tha bill placaa an unaafa aaount of ralianoa upon two 
of tha thraa alaaanta of fira aafaty (dataction and auppraaaion) 
without taking into account tha raaliatic ohancaa of ona of th»sa 
aathoda failing. Unfortunataly tha bill ovarlooka that poaaibility by 
not ancour aging a backup ayataa. 

What ara tha chancaa of dataction or auppraaaion ayataaa failingt 
Unfortunataly, tha chancaa ara quita raaaonabla. Saoka dataotora and 
aprinklara ara activa ayataaa which raquira propar inatallation and 
dapandabla pariodic aaintananoa in ordar to work proparly. Raading 
tha axoarpt froa "U.S. FZRC SPRINKLER RBPORTBR" (following thia paga) 
alarta ona that any ayataa ralying upon huaan bainga ia navar parfaot. 
Aotiva mymtmmm oan and do fail. Whan thay fail in tha abaancs* of 
ooapartaantad conatruction <a paaaiva ayataa), thara ia aaaantially no 
fira protection at all, and loaaaa can ba cataatrophio. 

Whan praaant and working proparly, aprinklara oan ba affaotiva in 
helping to control and extinguiah i±rmm, Howavar, auppraaaion mym±,9wm 
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•r* Aot alvays auXfiol^nt in th»M«»lv«0, vithout support iron fir«- 
r»«i«tiv« ■•parationa. Th« folloving tvo pagas fro« th« 
Hov*Bb«r/D«c«Bb«r 1969 l««u» of Eir^^JftvrPiJL docuaont large-loss firos 
vhloh oocurrod In BB£iQlllt£Sd atructuroa in 1986. In 19 atructuraa 
aupprvBBiaA ayataaa ^mrm in plaoa and tha propartiaa vmrm daatroyad 
anyvay. Zn aix of tha 15 firaa, tha sprinklar ayataa vaa only a 
partial aystaa vhioh did not oovar tha area of tha tlrm'm origin. Zn 
thraa propartiaa tha ayataaa yfr» out of aarvioa <ona ahut off for 
rapaira, ona ahut off dua to cold vaathar, and one off dua to a vatar 
aain braak). In tvo. propartiaa axploaiona oauaad tha ayateaa to ba 
inoparatlva. Zn tvo othara tha aprlnklara wm ovarpovarad by tha 
fira, and in another the ayataa vaa depleted of extinguiahing agent aa 
a reault of fighting a previoua fire. 

The aaae iaaua of EiCt.>Ifitt£Qll revleved autoaatlo deteotlon ayataaa aa 
veil. Zt reveala that of the 31 large loaaea atudled at laaat 12 of 
the buildinga had deteotlon ayateaa. In aoat inatancea* loaaea 
occurred becauee the ayateaa provided only partial coverage. Zn one 
fl.re, the aaoke detector did not vork due to lack of a battery. 

The Iwaaon frea real-vorld perforaanoe la quite clear. Sprinklara and 
aaoke detectora are very effective ayateaa for enhancing fire 
proteotlonr aa part of an overall fire protection atrategy, but they 
are by no aeana ao infallible or invulnerable aa to Justify total 
ralianoe upon thea. 
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Sollte - P. 9 

proaotlon of f lr«-«afe construction. W« r»oo«««nd that th« follovlng 
•••ndaents be included in H. R. 94 t 

(strike Sec. 2 (•)(2) and insert in lieu thereof) t 

(2) vhen properly Installed, aalntained, and oonstruoted* 
autosatic sprinklers and eaoke detectors oosbined with 
cospartsentation using iire-reBisti.ve construction provide 
the sost effective safeguards against the loss of life and 
property fros firey 

(issediately following the provisions in See. 29 <s)<2>(C>, insert ths 
following nev require sent i 

O) a requiT-esent that in each place of public accossodation 
M£l*at±tig can SB roe, all rooss shall be separated fros adjsosnt 
roona and Interior corridors by tvo-hour-rated fire<-resistive 
separations. This requiresent shall apply only to nev 
structures plvced in service after January 1, 1993. 

(strike the first sentence under Sec. 30 and insert the following nev 
sentence ) t 

Sec. 30. The Director^ acting through the Adsinistrator^ is 
authorized ta tskv sisps to BncQuragB the Statss to proaote 
the use of butamatiu sprinkler syslsiKS, sutasstic ssok* 
detection mymttntm, and conpartwrntatlon using tvo-hour -rated 
fire -reel stive construction, and to dissesinate to the 
■axisus sxt*r>t possible inforsation on the life safety value 
and use of such systess. 



We hope you will agree that our proposed changes to this bill will 
increase the chances of this bill seeting the goals of saving livsa 
and protecting property as set forth in Sec. 2. This is sn 
opportunity to make the United States sore fire-safe, and H. R. 94 can 
be a major step toward that goal if it includes all three elesents 
necessary for protecting life and property fros the devastation of 
fire. 



Digiti 



zed by Google 



85 



ROAD 
SPRINKLER 
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STA TEHKNT OF^ UPPORT FO R HR -94 

THB HOTEL/MOTEL FIRE SAFETY ACT 

BY 

ROAD SPRINKLER FITTERS LOCAL UNION 669 BUSINESS MANAGER 

H. V. SIMPSON 



Ny name is H. V. Simpson, and I am the Business Manager of 
Road Sprinkler fitters Local Union 669, U.A. Local Union 669 is 
Affiliated with the United Association of Plumber and 
Pipefittera Wo currently represent over S 200 skilled and 
trained members nationwide. We take great pride In providing 
the apprflntlcejBhlp and training program necessairy for the 
Inatallation of fire protection ayatema 1990 marka a real 
mileetone In our history because It represents our seventy- five 
years in existence. 

Local 669 Is a Corporate Sustaining Member of the 
International Association of Fire Chiefs, and has supported both 
of the annual Fire Services Institute's dinners. We share the 
common goal of the fire services in the effort to save lives. 

We are a national union, whiqh means we represer^t members 
throughout the entire United States. t Is with that 
responsibility that we aggreafilvely purau* the improvement of 
fire codes and the promotion of legjHlation that will beat serve 
the general public at large Our members^^ as well ae our 
repreaentativea, are part of the traveling public that will 
benefit from ttR-94 In our field of work, it is very common for 
us to travel to a workplace, stay in a hotel/raotel and then 
return home on the weekend. In that vein, we fully understand 
those government employees who travel during the course of their 
work. 

The United States Senate has an opportunity to compliment 
those efforts already completed by the House of 
Representatives. The opportunity wl 1 bring credibility to 
those who are proponents of those thinga which are in the best 
interest of the American public There is no better way of 
reducing the fear th^ devastation and the loss of life from 
fire than the proper installation of automatic fire sprinkler 
systeme. The arguments have a 1 been entered, and not one 
opponent can produce any record that denies the effectiveness of 
automatic eprinklera. 

Automatic sprinklers are often referred to as "the on duty 
fire fighter, twenty- four houra a day seven days a week." Time 
la of utmost importance once a fire occufp With the ever 
ioptovlng technology in the fire protection Industry, that 
response time Is being reduced for the act vatlon of the 
sprinkler head. The "Quick Response, Early SuppreBflion" concept 
has enabled a vide acceptance of automatic sprinklers, even in 
the residential market. A primary reason la that due to water 
being discharged in the inception stage of a fire, less water is 
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SPRINKLER 
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Statement of Support 

HR-94 

Page Two 

needed overall. This also reduces the concern often expressed 
about water damage. Sprinklers work very well in conjunction 
with smoke detectors when addressing the overall fire problem. 

Senator McCain raised a very valid issue concerning the 
handicapped and the hearing impaired. With the proper 
installation of automatic sprinklers, whether or not a person is 
unable to hear, see or smell does not increase his/her risk of 
losing their life in the event of a fire. You currently have an 
opportunity to not only reduce the risk for the handicapped who 
have an occasion to travel, but the general public as well. 

We urge your support of HR-94. This session of Congress 
has the chance to reduce the claim that the United States has 
the worst fire record in the industrial world. HR-94 is a start 
in the right direction. Fire sprinklers do save lives. 



HVS:mer 
Nay 1, 1990 
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aberdeen fire pS^MI department 

•btrdttfl. smHi dakota 57401 
April 6, 1990 



Honorable Larry Pressler 
United States Senator 
Washington, DC 20510 



Dear Senator Pressler: 



Ihis letter is to express my co 
JlotigWHotei Fire Safety. This 
properties to re trot it with com 



concern nn H.B. QA rgfgrgn<^4ni> 

^ proposal requires existing 

properties to retrotit' with complete fire sprinkler systems. 

Having twenty-five (25) years of fire service experience as a 
career firefighter, I have served fifteen (15) of those vears in 
fire prevention, code enforcement, and the other ten (10) years in 
the suppression forces and as a fire chief. The last five (5) of 
those twenty-five (25) years, I have served as a Vice-President of 
the International Association of Fire Chiefs. 

We have recently seen a revision in sections of codes requiring 
fire sprinkler systems in new construction of hotels and motels 
having more than twenty (20; guest rooms and three stories or more 
in height. These are now considered existing codes and we must 
learn to live with them. 

However, most codes allow buildings that are in existence at the 
time of the adoption of the new code, have their existing use or 
occupancy continue as is, providing there is no danger to life. 
We interpret this to mean that if the existing buildinsiA are not 
equipped with adequate fire separations, fire walls, fge doors, 
wiring which has deteriorated over the years, and lack^f ^i>^e 
alarm systems, they should at that point be retrofit wi;:^h fire 
sprinkler systems. If the facility is equipped with the above 
mentioned materials and equipment, tKey need not be retrofit 
with sprinklers throughout. :^. 
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Honorable Larry Pressler 
April 6, 1990 
Page 2 



We must remember at this point the people who establish the codes 
are very credible building and fire engineers who have total 
understanding of smoke and fire behavior. These people work 
together as committees representing all portions and sections of 
the code. 

I do not feel that H.R. 94 is justifiable for smaller properties 
which are in compliance with codes that in fact have originally 
made these buildings very safe; and because of their layout and 
size in most cases, can be completely evacuated from the most 
remote area of the building in as little as a minute. 

H.R^ 94 would jj ut a a*^^/ftri> fjn^^&lfl l burden on thg gmellgr 
propErtiefl that could very possibly bT devasLatlng t o many single 
proper tv^vflers> l^ltnov very well the renovation involved in a 
Retrofit process. It sums up that major coaatructiop would be 
necessary pot even mentioning separate and larger water supplies 
dug into supply sprinklers. 

It is my feeling Senator, and the feeling of many colleagues, that 
H.R. 94 could be revised to include sprinklers in limited areas; 
mechanical and laundry rooms, and kitchen areas. 

Please understand I am in complete favor of the fire alarm portion 
of the proposal which gives the earliest possible warning over a 
sprinkler system, as has been proven. 

At any rate, the complete version of H.R. 94 as it is now, is not 
practica both econotnically and from the enforcement standpoint in 
smaller properties, especially. 

I would ask you to be cautious and give very careful consideration 
before favoring this proposal. 

Should you have any questions, or should you need clarification, 
please advise. 

Sincerely, 



di.ncerej.y, i 

Larry J. Fischer, Fire Chief 
City of Aberdeen 
South Dakota 
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226 COMMONWEALTH AVE 
BOSTOK MA 02116 
1617)267.2546 



TGLB(294116 
BOSTIXURREFMS 
FAX617 267-«79 



International Management Servicea 

April 20, 1990 



Senator Richard H. Bryan , Esq. 

United States Senate Office Building, SR-364 

Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Senator Bryan: 

I appreciate your including my FAX'd letter of April 18 as a 
part of the written testimony in your hearing of April 19 on 
HR94. The original of that letter is enclosed. 

My additional written testimony is as follows: 

The hotel/motel business in the United States is 
federally non-regulated and should remain so. Fire codes have 
been under the jurisdiction of the States and municipalities and 
should remain so. Federal legislation in this area is an 
unnecessary intrusion of our States' rights to govern. 

I have researched the recommendations of the Council of 
the European Communities, which was required to study hotel fire 
safety under the Treaty establishing the European Economic 
Community. Its lengthy list of recommendations (attached) do 
not include sprinkler systems or hot-wired smoke alarms. I 
would particularly like to point out that these recommendations 
consistently differentiate between hotels of less than three 
stories. (Technical Guidelines Annex 1.3.4, 2.2.1, 2.2.21 and 
2.3.2 attached) Furthermore, nowhere is there any distinction 
made between exterior and interior corridors. 

These recommendations were generated by fire safety experts 
representing European nations with many centuries more 
experience with hotel fire safety than the United States. I 
submit that the U.S. Senate should not intrude in this area of 
fire safety, which is rightfully the responsibility of the 
States and local jurisdictions. 



Cordi 




Kingston L. Howird, CHA 

cc: BLC Members 

J. Gaffigan, AHftMA 
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AMERKANIUBE 
aSMRKNYINC 

P.O. BOX 6633 

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85005 

(602) 272-6606 

TELEX: 187129 FENCE UT 

FAX: (602) 233-2668 



April 27, 1990 



The Honorable Richard H. Bryan 
Chairman, Consumer Subcommittee 
227 Hart Senate Building 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Re: H. R. 94 - Hearing on April 19, 1990 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

American Tube Company strongly supports H. R. 94, the Hotel -Motel 
Fire Safety Act of 1989. 

H. R. 94 will save lives and protect property by promoting fire 
safety In hotels, motels, and all places of public accommodation 
affecting commerce. Following Is a summary of the provisions of 
H. R. 94: 

1. States submit lists of hotels and motels that meet 
federal fire safety guidelines, which mandate Installation of 
sprinklers and smoke detectors. 

2. Beginning 425 days after publication of a master 
list of hotels/motels that meet those guidelines, no federally 
funded meeting could be held In hotels/motels that are not on the 
master list unless a waiver Is granted by the head of the agency 
sponsoring the meeting. 

3. Beginning 4 years after enactment of the bill, each 
federal agency would ensure that at least 65% of Its en^loyee 
travel nights were spent at hotels/motels that are on the master 
list. That percentage would Increase to 75% In the fifth year 
and 90% thereafter. 

American Tube Company has been manufacturing sprinkler pipe for 
years, and we are very much aware of and proud of the usefulness 
of sprinkler systems In saving peoples' lives. 

The recent fires in buildings In New York City and In Miami 
should reinforce the urgency and importance of fire safety 
legislation such as H. R. 94. 

Again, American Tube Company strongly supports this measure, and 
we officially request that this letter be made part of the Senate 
hearing record. 

Very truly yours, 

William 6. Boggs 
Vice President 
American Tube Company 
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S'DVIEMEin' OF nSXERLCK H. NESBITT, DISECIOR, GOVEBtfCNIAL AFFAIRS, TtHEBr 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATICN OF FIRE FKHIERS 

Good afternoon. My name is Frederick H. Nesbitt, and I am the Director of 

Governmental Affairs of the International Association of Fire Fighters, 

AFL-CIO. The lAFF represents 177,000 professional fire fighters across the 

United States and Canada. 

At the outset, I want to thank Subcommittee Chairman Bryan for holding 
this hearing on H.R. 94, the Hotel/Motel Fire Safety Act. 

For at least 40 years, the fire service community has known that 
sprinklers and smoke detection devices are critical weapons in the battle 
against fire fatalities. Over the past 40 years, the technology for these 
devices, has improved, making their installation affordable and efficient. 
Despite this progress, many public facilities have not installed these life- 
saving devices. Tragedies such as the 97 needless deaths in San Juan, 
Puerto Rico in 1986 are the inevitable result of this reckless omission. 

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, this legislation was approved 
overwhelmingly by the House of Representatives last year. We strongly 
urge the Senate to move quickly to adopt this proposal so that the program 
may be implemented promptly. The sooner the Senate acts, the more 
likely that lives will be saved. 

In 1974, the distinguished National Conunission of Fire Prevention and 
Control, appointed by former President Richard Nixon, issued its dramatic 
report titled "America Burning." This report analyzed in detail the Hre 
experience and record of the United States, including comparisons with 

I 
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other industrialized nations. The report was an indictment of the United 
States' appalling fire loss record. The Commission stated, ''Appallingly, the 
richest and most technologically advanced nation in the world leads all the 
major industrialized countries in per capita deaths and property loss from 
nre....The efforts of individuals and organizations in the fire protection 
field have run against the twin tides of ignorance and indifference— tides 
which contribute substantially to the extraordinary magnitude of the fire 
problem in the United States." 

During the 16 years since the release of this report, there has been some 
progress toward reducing deaths and property loss, however, the U.S. 
record remains unacceptably poor. It is worth noting that 36% of multiple 
fatality incidents occur in hotel fires. Mr. Chairman, you and I both know 
what happens when the fire alarm rings in a hotel. Unfortunately, many 
travelers ignore it and do not exit the building. They assume it is a false 
alarm or look out the door for smoke or flames. Not enough travelers pay 
attention to fire exit locations or escape routes. Thus, there is a greater 
danger in a hotel fire because of this attitude than in a family home or 
other dwelling. Sprinkler systems and smoke detectors will undoubtedly 
help save lives of hotel and motel guests across America. 

For these reasons, the federal government must take a renewed and 
comprehensive look at the tragic consequences of uncontrolled Hre. 
Enactment of H.R. 94 represents an important step toward reducing fire 
fatalities and injuries in multi-story buildings. 
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Finally, I would like to address the issue of cost. Opponents of this 
legislation claim the cost would be prohibitive, yet our experience dictates 
otherwise. Many hotels have installed these systems and continue to 
operate profitably, and we have seen no reason why others could not also. 
More importantly, the implication of this argument is that the lives saved 
by H.R. 94 are not worth the cost of installing these systems. Mr. 
Chairman, we reject this cold-hearted reasoning, and we urge Congress to 
do so as well. 

In closing, I want to state that enactment of this measure provides only 
one line of defense, among many, to the nation's fire problem. Legislation 
is also needed creating stronger building codes and stricter fire safety and 
toxicity standards for finishing materials and furnishings. There is much 
room for improvement in our fire record, and I urge the Subcommittee to 
move expeditiously to mark-up and favorably report this important piece 
of safety legislation. 
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